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(1) 
April, 1940 

To Company Members: 
We of Thompson Products, Inc., have always 
been proud of the friendly relationships enjoyed 
with one another, without the necessity of numer- 
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ous restrictive regulations. Behavior of employees 
has never been restricted to the extent that 1s 
customary in many plants. 

As our personnel increases, however, it becomes 
important that company members be familiar with 
and observe the basic rules of conduct which are 
necessary. It has never been the company’s policy 
to set down hard and fast rules for behavior. But 
what we do expect from our members can be well 
expressed by the term ‘‘General Good Citizenship’’. 

This book, therefore, is not intended to inform 
you of numerous rules and regulations, for which 
definite disciplinary (2) actions are _ provided. 
Rather, it is to give members a ready reference of 
company policies—an understanding of what em- 
ployees may expect of management and what man- 
agement expects of employees. 

We take this method of giving yon the funda- 
mental information on which we have built the 
understanding and co-operative spirit in which 
we all justly take pride. From a mutual under- 
standing of our problems comes a sound, lasting 
singleness of purpose, which enables us confidently 
to accept new business and seek constantly to pro- 
vide greater job security and new opportunities 
for company members. 

F. C. CRAWFORD, 
President, 
Thompson Products, Inc. (3) 
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Company Officials 
Staff Executives 

EF. C. Crawford—President 

L. M. Clegg—Executive Vice President 

A. T. Colwell—Vice President 

W. M. Albaugh—Treasurer 

J. D. Wright—Secretary 

W. E. Close—Assistant Secretary-Treasurer 


R. S. Livingstone—Director of Personnel 
West Coast Plant Operating Executives 


P. D. Hileman—Plant Manager 

W. I. Metzger—Plant Controller 

R. M. Rogers—Chief Engineer 

W. H. Carhart—Sales Manager 

Geo. Fary—Factory Manager 

W. J. Kearns—General Superintendent 


(In Thompson Products, Inc. there 
is no absentee management. All officers — 
and executives are actively engaged 
performing the duties of their posi- 
tions.) (4) 
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DECIMAL EQUIVALENTS 


Fract. 


1/64 
1/32 
3/64 
1/16 
5/64 
3/32 
7/64 
1/8 
9/64 
5/32 

11/64 
3/16 

13/64 
7/32 

15/64 
1/4 
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9/32 

19/64 
5/16 
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015625 
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000 
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046875 
0625 
918125 
09375 
609375 
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Fract. 


45/64 
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47/64 
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49/64 
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53/64 
27/32 
55/64 

is 
57/64 
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61/64 
31/32 
63/64 
1 


The Thompson Trophy 
(Cut) 
Sponsored by Thompson Products, Inc., the 
Thompson Trophy Race is the land plane 
speed classic of the world. America’s fast- 
est planes and most famous speed pilots 
compete annually during the National Air 
Races for the valuable trophy shown above. 


Deci. 


703125 
“T8775 
734375 
150 
765625 
£78125 
.796875 
8125 
828125 
84375 
899375 
875 
890625 
.90625 
921875 
9375 
953125 
96875 
984375 
1.000 


(9) 


(6) 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 489 
Board’s Exhibit No. 8—(Continued) 


Employee’s Handbook 
To Old and New Employees 


As a member of Thompson Products, Inc., you 
are promised fair, considerate treatment in all of 
your relations with the company. The company 
pledges its constant effort to provide conditions of 
work which are as enjoyable and profitable as cir- 
cumstances allow. 

We are glad to have you with us, and assume 
terms of your employment are satisfactory to you, 
since you have accepted them. We are unable to 
make any definite promises of promotion, either in 
wages or position, but we do closely adhere to a 
policy of attempting to develop our own men and 
advance them to higher skilled and better paying 
occupations as opportunities present themselves. 

Prevailing spirit in this company is one of friend- 
liness, good-fellowship and the sincere intention to 
do right. We ask only that you uphold vour end by 
doing your work to the best. of your ability and by 
dealing fairly, honestly and considerately with the 
company. 

There are no secrets in this company. We seek to 
make available to company members all information 
we feel will be of interest to them. Perhaps you 
have a particular interest in some one phase of (7) 
the company’s business. If so, we want you to feel 
entirely free to ask for additional information you 
believe will help further your knowledge. 
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Your Company 

Thompson Products, Inc., is one of the largest 
and most highly respected manufacturers of auto- 
motive and aircraft parts in the United States, em- 
ploying over 5,000 people. In Cleveland it is one of 
the leading emplovers, having more than 3,500 peo- 
ple on its payrolls. 

Founded in 1901, as the Cleveland Cap Screw Co., 
it has grown steadily in the intervening years, and 
has widened the scope of its manufacturing activ- 
ity as the various phases of transportation have de- 
veloped. From manufacturing parts for bicycles 
in the early days of the century, it stepped into the 
automotive field, grew with it, and during the World 
War entered the aircraft industry. Today, in Cleve- 
jand, aircraft parts production is nearly equal to 
production of automotive parts. 

Thompson parts are manufactured for every car, 
truck, bus and tractor built. Thompson valves and 
other precision aircraft parts are used by all man- 
ufacturers of American military and commercial 
airplane engines, as well as in foreign engines. 

The company operates plants in five cities, namely 
Cleveland, Detroit, Toledo, Los Angeles, and St. 
Catharines, Canada. (8) 

Automobile parts made in Cleveland include 
valves, bolts, valve assembly parts, water pumps, 
cylinder sleeves, cast iron and aluminum pistons, 
and wrist pins. Principle aircraft parts are valves 
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and numerous other important precision engine 
parts. 

At Detroit tie rods, drag links, propellor shafts, 
spring seats and other tubular chassis parts are 
made. The Toledo plant is devoted exclusively to 
the manufacture of commercial valves, while in Los 
Angeles both automobile and aircraft valves are 
made as well as special aviation and marine parts. 
At St. Catharines the entire line of Thompson parts 
is made for Canadian consumption. 

Rapidity with which technical changes are intro- 
duced in both the aircraft and automotive industries 
make the company’s business a hazardous one. For 
this reason it is extremely difficult to predict with 
any accuracy the company’s long term position in 
either field. However, management’s constant ef- 
forts to diversify its manufactured products has 
had a strong stabilizing effect on employment, so 
that now the company enjoys a community wide 
reputation for providing steady employment. 

Sales are classified in two divisions: Original 
Equipment and Replacement. Original equipment 
sales are directly to car and engine builders, while 
replacement sales are to jobbers and garage men. 
(9) More than 3,000 distributors through-out the 
country handle the company’s products, as do agents 
in 86 foreign countries. Sales in the original equip- 
ment field fluctuate, being largely dependent on the 
rate of automobile production. Sale of replace- 
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ment parts is more steady and has shown a con- 
stant increase from year to year. 

The company’s stock has been listed on the New 
York Stock Exchange since 1930. Its stock struc- 
ture includes 28,945 shares of authorized and is- 
sued Preferred Stock, without par value, and 500,- 
000 shares of authorized common stock, without par 
value, of which only 293,290 shares are issued. 


Labor Relations 

Since 1937 the company has had a sole bargaining 
contract with the Pacific Motor Parts Workers’ Al- 
liance. Matters of wages, how's and working con- 
ditions, as well as cases concerning individuals, are 
discussed with regularly elected representatives of 
this organization at specified times each month, and 
special meetings are held whenever necessary. Mat- 
ters concerning individuals or small groups of em- 
ployees are discussed as they arise with the repre- 
seutative of the men concerned. It is part of the 
contract agreement that no basic changes in wages, 
hours or working conditions will be made without 
discussion with representatives of the P.M.P.W.A. 


Wages 
Thompson Products endeavors to pay each em- 
ployee a fair, honest wage. In (10) determining 
what constitutes a fair, honest wage we take into 
consideration these factors: The skill required for 
the job; the wage paid in the community and in- 
dustry for the same or similar jobs; the responsi- 
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bility of the job and the financial condition of the 
company. 

Wage surveys are made to determine prevailing 
wages in the community and industry. Representa- 
tives of the P.M.P.W.A. and management act joint- 
ly in making these determinations and negotiating 
an equitable wage scale for jobs at the West Coast 
emit. 

After a fair rate has been determined, a fair 
amount of work to be produced for that rate is es- 
tablished by means of a time study. In the time 
study, provision is made for the fact that the aver- 
age employee requires approximately ten per cent 
of each hour for personal use. Allowance for this 
personal time is made in the standard for each job. 
Allowanee also is made in the standard for a nor- 
mal amount of tool and machine trouble. 


Pay System 

The Group Piece Work System is used in most 
departments of the West Coast Plant. In place of 
counting the work done by each employee, as is done 
under an Individual Piece Work System, the work 
done by a group of employees is counted together. 

Rates are established for each job and a standard 
amount of work each employee (11) is expected to 
perform is determined by means of a time study. 
Because some employees naturally are more ef- 
ficient than others, three rates are established for 
each job. There is the beginning rate; the 30-day 
rate, which is five cents higher than the beginning 
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rate, and the base rate, which is five cents higher 
than the 30-day rate, and ten cents above the hir- 
ing rate. 

All employees who prove satisfactory within 30 
days after being hired are given the 30-day rate. 
Whether an employee is granted additional in- 
creases which bring him up to the base rate de- 
pends upon his ability and initiative. However, 
when an employee proves his ability to perform a 
standard amount of work consistently to the satis- 
faction of his foreman, he should receive the base 
rate. 

Additional money may be earned when a group 
does more than the standard amount of work ex- 
pected of it. For instance, in a given ‘period the 
standards may call for a group to produce 10,000 
pieces. If the group produces 11,000 pieces in the 
time allotted, it has earned a ten per cent bonus, 
and employees receive ten per cent on top of their 
regular, guaranteed pay. 


Overtime 
An overtime premium of time and one-half is 
paid after 42 hours in one week have been worked 
at straight time. Time and one-half is paid for any 
hours worked on Sunday or the six legal holidays— 
(12) New Years, Decoration Day, Independence 
Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and Christmas. 
After October 23 of this year, overtime will be paid 
at the rate of time and one-half after 40 hours have 

been worked in any one week. 
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The working day officially begins at 7:00 A. M., 
ineluding Sundays and holidays. 


Seniority 

A seniority agreement exists between the com- 
pany and the Pacific Motor Parts Workers’ Alli- 
ance, which provides a specific plan for laying off 
employees when a reduction of the working force 
is necessary. 

Two types of seniority are accumulated on each 
employee: Old Guard Time, which is the total time 
worked for the West Coast Plant and Occupational 
Senority, which is the length of time an employee 
has worked on his regular operation. 

When a reduction of the working force becomes 
necessary employees are laid-off according to Oc- 
cupational Seniority on their regular job. After 
being laid-off from his regular job, an employee 
may claim a lesser skilled job, in his own depart- 
ment, which he is qualified to perform, providing 
he has more Old Guard Time than the employee 
replaced by such a move. 

An important provision of the agreement is that 
employees with the most Old Guard Time are en- 
titled to jobs on the day shift. (13) 

Old Guard time is computed once annually as of 
Dec. 31. Employees are credited with a full month’s 
service for each month of the year in which they 
have worked one day. 

Employees lose all Old Guard time if they are 
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discharged, quit or are laid-off for a continuous 
period exceeding two years. 

Complete, detailed provisions of the Seniority 
Agreement are posted in each plant. Generally, the 
agreement is designed to protect the employment of 
the company members who have the greatest amount 
of Old Guard Time. During their first year of em- 
ployment, employees stand on merit alone. After 
the first year their employment is controlled by 
terms of the Seniority Agreement. 


Employee Benefits 

Yor the benefit of employees, the company offers 
two insurance services, monthly premiums for which 
will be dedueted from employees’ pay if they desire. 

Life Insurance—By arrangement with the Pru- 
dential Life Insurance Company, we are able to 
offer employees protection at unnsually low cost. 
Female employees may secure $1,000 worth of life 
imsurance at a cost of 60 cents a month. Male em- 
ployees may secure $2,000 at a cost of $1.20 a month. 

Contracts for this insurance are made out in em- 
ployces’ names and given to (14) them to keep. They 
contain clauses providing benefits for total disabil- 
ity, and for double liability in ease of accidental 
death. Payment of death benefits to beneficiaries 
is made the same day the company is officially no- 
tified. 

Employees have the privilege of naming whom 
they please beneficiary in their policies, and may 
change the beneficiary at any time by filling out 
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the proper form, which is available in the Employ- 
ment Office. 

Hospitalization and Surgical Insurance We 
have also arranged with the Prudential Insurance 
Company for this type of insurance at very low 
rates. Briefly stated the plan is as follows: 

Daily Hospital Benefits—$4.00 per day for a max- 
imum period of 70 days. (This maximum may be 
changed at the end of the current policy year.) 

Hospital Fee Allowance—$20.00. 

Maximum Surgical Benefits—$150.00. 

Cost Per Month—74 cents. 

As in the ease of life insurance, contracts are 
made out in the employees’ names and given them 
to keep. Payments of benefits are made the same 
day that forms, properly filled out, are presented 
to the company. (15) 


Promotions 

Tt is an established policy of the company to ad- 
vance its own employees to better, higher paying 
jobs as the employees qualify and openings occur, 
insofar as is possible without seriously impairing 
plant efficiency. Selection for advancement is gen- 
erally made from the Personnel Inventory, which 
is a record of all employees who have filed applica- 
tion for a specific type of work. 

If at some future date you wish to file an appli- 
cation for a specific type of work, you may secure 
a Personnel Inventory form from either the Em- 
ployment or Personnel Office. 
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While management encourages employees to pre- 
pare themselves for and to seek advancements with- 
in the company, it recommends that they wait suf- 
ficiently long after they are hired to thoroughly ac- 
quaint themselves with types of work done in the 
plant. Employees are welcome to visit other depart- 
ments in the plant after working hours, if they 
first arrange for this with their foreman. 


Opportunities 

As has been said, it is company policy to advance 
employees to higher skilled, better paving jobs as 
they qualify and as the opportunities occur. In this 
regard, employees who intend special study to pre- 
pare themselves for promotion, should be familiar 
with where the most likely chances for advancement 
hie. (16) 

It is generally agreed that the brightest oppor- 
tunities for youth in America today exist in the 
manufacturing end of the country’s businesses. Such 
prominent men as William Knudsen, president of 
General Motors, has said if he were starting life 
at 21 today he would be a mechanic. It is especially 
true at Thompson Products that the greatest op- 
portunities lie in the manufacturing end of the 
business. Few if any employees, who had worked 
in the manufacturing end of the company’s business 
for as long as a year, have failed to earn at least 
one advancement. 

Roughly, one of every 20 persons employed in 
manufacturing is in a supervisory capacity. That 
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means employees have one chance in 20 of becom- 
ing supervisors, if they devote their efforts to ac- 
quiring mechanical skill and knowledge of shop 
practices. Opportunities for advancement occur 
oftener in the manufacturing end of the company’s 
business than in any other. 

The company’s sales are classified according to 
original cquipment sales and replacement sales. 
Original equipment sales to manufacturers of auto- 
mobiles and aircraft engines, are handled by a staff 
of about six men. Nature of the company’s )usi- 
ness makes it possible for this small staff to con- 
tact all original equipment customers, and also re- 
quires that these men have a good engineering 
knowledge of products. 

From time to time it is possible to (17) transfer 
employees with accounting backgrounds into the 
payroll ox cost offices. These departments are com- 
paratively small and opportunities do not present 
themselves with any regularity or frequency. Basic 
knowledge of accounting or experience in operating 
standard business machines are usual requirements 
for jobs in these departments. 

The Engineering Department offers opportunity 
only to employees trained in the sciences. Special 
skills and training are required for virtually all 
jobs. Chemists, metallurgists, research engineers and 
tool and machine designers are the usual type of 
men sought by the engineering department. All 
must be highly skilled in their field. 
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Old Guard 

The Old Guard Association is an honorary organi- 
zation of employees who have acquired five or more 
years of service with the company. Hach employee 
who completes five years of service is awarded a 
service emblem, and is given a new emblem for 
each additional five years he serves. A bonus equiv- 
alent to 25% of an employee’s annual earnings, 
averaged over 5 years, is paid on the 25th anni- 
versary. 

Old Guard members for the last four years have 
been awarded vacations with pay, the eompany 
being one of the first automotive parts concerns to 
adopt this practice for hourly rate employees. Each 
year the business outlook and the delivery situation 
is reviewed, and a vacation (18) plan is announced 
on a year to year basis as circumstances permit. Re- 
cently five year employees have been granted a one 
week vacation, and employees with ten or more 
year’s service a two week’s vacation. 

Employee welfare is also handled by the Old 
Guard Association. It aids employees in time of 
sickness, unexpected reverses and other emer- 
gencies. Funds for this work have been raised 
jointly by employees and the company. Contribu- 
tions are made once annually. 

Social activities of the Old Guard inelude an 
annual winter banquet for members, and an annual 
summer picnic for all employees and members of 
their families. 
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Friendly Forum—Bulletin Boards 

All departments are equipped with bulletin 
boards, on which at frequent intervals information 
of interest and importance to employees is posted. 
In addition, once each four weeks the company pub- 
lishes a paper, Friendly Forum, which contains 
news of the company and of employees. This is dis- 
tributed free to all employees. 

Employees are responsible for knowledge of in- 
formation published cither on bulletin boards or in 
Friendly Forum. Make a practice of reading the 
bulletin boards every day and be sure to get your 
copy of Friendly Forum each time it is issued. Also, 
employees are encouraged to contribute news items 
to Friendly Forum. (19) 


Correct Addresses 
Employees are responsible for keeping the Em- 
ployment Office advised as to their correct address, 
telephone number (or the number of a neighbor) 
marital status (married or single) number of chil- 
dren and other dependents. This information is im- 
portant and must be kept up to date. 


Information 

It is our desire that you be a well informed em- 
ployee. If you do not get all the information you 
need or desire through the regularly established 
channels, do not hesitate to ask questions. 

Your first source of information should be your 
immediate supervisor and beyond him the foreman 
of your department. Get acquainted with these men; 
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they are your friends. If they can’t immediately 
answer your questions themselves, they will either 
get the information for you or tell you where to 
get it for yourself. 
We much prefer that you ask questions rather 
than go ahead without sufficient information. 


Personnel Department 

The services of the Personnel Department are 
offered all employees for assistance in any reason- 
able matters. This includes consultation on matters 
of education, vocation, company opportunities, 
financial matters, personal problems, ete. (20) 

Your problems may be discussed with C. L. Mill- 
man or W. J. Kearns, and will be treated in strict- 
est confidence. 


Factory Regulations 

These regulations have been adopted not to hmit 
or restrain employees, but rather to guide and in- 
struct them in the proper course to follow during 
their employment. Before adoption, the regula- 
tions were discussed with properly designated rep- 
resentatives of the employees. 

Reasons for dismissal may be any of the follow- 
ing: Incompetency, unreliability, laziness, careless- 
ness, msubordination, misconduct, bad habits, re- 
peated failure to observe regulations. Rather than 
attempt to set forth specific instances of the above 
which will be considered serious enough to warrant 
dismissal, it is the company’s policy to express its 
expectation of employee behavior in the broad term 
‘good citizenship’’. 
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The increased personnel of all of our plants and 
the large amount of work being done for the United 
States Government have made it necessary to sup- 
ply each employee with an identification badge, 
which bears his picture. 

These badges must be worn in a conspicuous place 
on the clothing at all times, so that watchmen on 
duty may easily see them. 

A charge of seventy-five cents will be made for 
replacing any lost identification badges. (21) 

Varying degrees of fire hazard in different de- 
partments make it impossible to establish a general 
policy covering smoking privileges. Smoking regu- 
lations have been formulated for each department, 
however, and employees will find these regulations 
posted on the department bulletin boards. 

Sale of tickets, raffles, lotteries and solicitations 
within the plants are forbidden, unless permission 
is secured from General Superintendent Kearns. 

Visitors are not permitted in the plants without 
passes issued by the Superintendent’s Office. Em- 
ployees are not permitted in plants outside of work- 
ing hours, unless they have made arrangements 
with their foreman. 

Absences due to sickness must be reported imme- 
diately to the Employment Office. 

Excused absences must be arranged for ahead of 
time with the foreman. 

Employees are held responsible for keeping the 
Employment Office informed as to their correct 
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phone number, address, marital status and number 
of dependent children. 

Employees returning to work following an ab- 
sence will find their time cards in the Employment 
Office. (22) 

Time cards must be rung in when the employee 
comes to work, and rung out upon leaving. They 
must be left in the rack. When an employee leaves 
the plant during the lunch hour it is not necessary 
to ring the card. 

Employees are not permitted to leave their de- 
partments during working hours without first ob- 
taining permission of their supervisor. 

Employees should go directly to their depart- 
ments on entering the factory, and are expected to 
be in their departments ready for work at starting 
time. 

Time is counted from the quarter hour after the 
time clock is punched. (If card is punched at 7:04, 
time is counted from 7:15, etc.) Time cards should 
not be rung in more than fifteen minutes before 
starting time, nor rung out later than fifteen min- 
utes after quitting time, to avoid confusion in the 
Payroll Department. 

If an employee takes no lunch hour, a trailer 
eard must be rung, marked ‘‘worked through”’ and 
signed by the foreman. 

Pay checks are issued on the 5th and 20th of 
each month. The pay periods are from the 1st to 
the 15th and from the 16th to the 30th or 31st as 
the case may be. After the pay period is closed, 


us. Thompson Products, Inc. 505 


Board’s Exhibit No. 8—(Continued ) 
five days are required to get the checks ready for 
distribution. When the regular pay day falls on a 
bank holiday, the company endeavors to issue checks 
a day in advance. (23) 

If an employee is instructed to report for work 
he is guaranteed at least two hours working time. 
However, cards must be rung and approved by 
foremen in order that this time be paid. 

Employees claiming pay check shortages must 
supply foremen with dates of days worked, hours 
worked, and money earned during the pay period in 
which the shortage is claimed. 

All injuries incurred at work, regardless of how 
trivial, must be reported to the dispensary. 

Female employees who marry must leave the em- 
ploy of the Company. (Exception is made in the 
ease of girls whose service dates back to Jan. Ist, 
1935). Female employees who inform the Company 
in advance of their intention to marry may receive 
permission to work a period not to exceed six 
months following their marriage, at the discretion 
of the management. Under no circumstances will 
husband and wife be permitted to work for the 
Company at the same time. (24) 

IS CHRIS). 0 es 9 


Mr. Moore: May it be stipulated Board’s Exhibit 
4-A for identification contains a statement of four 
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by-laws of Pacifie Motor Parts Workers Alliance, 
to which reference has previously been made in the 
record ? 

Mr. Watkins: We will stipulate it may be re- 
ceived in evidence, and that a copy may be substi- 
tuted for the original. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. The docu- 
ment 1s received. 

(Thereupon the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit 4-A, was 
received in evidence.) 


BOARD’S EXHIBIT NO. 4-A 


2IUU 

J. The Salary of the Secretary and Treasurer 
shall be paid on a basis of 10c (per member) per 
month—Payable on the 22nd of each Month. 

IJ. Any elected Officer of the Alliance, except- 
ing Secretary and Treasurer, or any member ap- 
pointed by the Council who loosed time from work 
to attend to Alliance business is to be paid his or her 
hourly rate for the time lost. 

T{I. A vacancy caused by the resignation or dis- 
charge from Office of any elected or appointed of- 
ficer may be filled for the remainder of the term by 
appointment by the Council. 

IV. The Initiantion fee into the Alliance shall 
be $1.00—payable in advance. Dues shall be 25¢ per 
month—payable the 22nd of the month. 

Mr. Moore: I will call Mr. Crank. 
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called as a witness by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, having been first duly 
sworn, was examined and testified as follows: [338] 


Direct Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Moore) Will you state your full 
name, please? 
A. James Wellington Crank. 
Q. Have you been employed by Thompson Prod- 


ucts, Ine. ? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Were you employed by them at their plant 
in Bell, California ? AY es; sit, 


Q. During what period were you so employed? 

A. From December 22, 1939 until about five 
weeks ago. 

Q. And in what capacity were you employed? 

A. I was employed there at the last as turret 
Jathe operator. 

Q. During the course of your employment with 
Thompson Products did you have occasion to join 
the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alhance? 

m. I did. 

Q. About when did you join that Alliance? 

A. Well, as near as I can remember it was about 
nine months after I—no, between six and nine 
months after I went to work there. 

Q. What were the circumstances of your join- 
ing it? 

A. Well, I was asked several times to join and 
finally agreed. 

Q. Who asked you? 

A. Well, I have been approached by the presi- 
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dent there, who [339] was Ed Fickle there, at that 
time, and he asked me at different times. 

Q. About when did he first approach you? 

A. Tf couldnt say. 

Q. Well, about when with reference to the time 
you went to work there, then? 

A. I would say between two and three months 
after I went to work. 

@. Where did he contact you? 

A. At my machine where I was working. 


Q. In the plant? AG) Yes, sie 
@. Was anyone else present at the time other 
than you and he? A. No. 


Q. What did he say to you? 
A. He just asked me when I was going to join 
the union. 
Is that what he said? 
That was all. 
‘‘When are you going to join the union’’? 
Uh-huh. 
Did he indicate what union he meant? 
Well, there was only one union there. 
Mr. Watkins: Just a moment. I move to strike 
the answer as not responsive to the question. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: Oh, I will 


POP OPS 


[340] 
Mr. Watkins: I will withdraw the objection, Mr. 
Examiner. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 
Q. (By Mr. Moore) Do you know whether or not 
Ed Fickle held any office in the Alliance? 
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A. Yes, he was president. 

Q. At the time you have testified that he con- 
tacted you did you know he held an office in the 
Alliance ? 

A. Yes, he was president of the union at the 
time, PMPWA. 

Q. Did he contact you again after this first 
time? 

A. Well, I have an idea I was contacted once or 
twice after that before I joined, maybe more. 

By whom? 

By Mr. Fickle. 

When was the next time that you can recall? 
Well, I would hate to say for sure. 

. Well, according to your best recollection, Mr. 
Crank? 

A. About a month later, then, is about as elose 
as I can get. 

Q. Who contacted you at that time? 

A. Myr. Fickle. 

Q. Where? A. In the plant at my machine. 

Q. Was that during your scheduled working 
hours? 

me «6 eS, Sir. 

Q. At about what time was it? [341] 

A. Well, it seems to me like it was around 10:00 
o’clock. 

In the morning? 


OPore 


In the morning, yes, sir. 
And was anyone else present at that time? 
No. 


POPS 
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Q. What did he say to you and what did you say 
say to him? 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, I object to the ques- 
tion on the ground it is inccmpetent, irrelevant and 
immaterial. I don’t see it makes any difference in 
this proceeding what the president of the union said 
to this man to get him to join the union. 

Mr. Moore: The time and place, maybe. 

Mr. Watkins: That may be so, but you are asking 
him what he said. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Is there something 
in particular you had in mind? 

Mr. Moore: He hasn’t said yet on this second oc- 
easion he was asked to join the union. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: That is what you 
were asking him about. He said there were two or 
three other occasions, and you are asking him about 
this second one. 

Mr. Moore: J will withdraw that and ask: 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) During how many of these 
occasions did Mr. Fickle, during working hours, con- 
tact you on that subject? 

A. I would say three or four times. [342] 

@. How long did your conversation with him 
last? 

A. Oh, never more than five minutes, if that 
long. 

Q. Is your machine in such a position that you 
can be observed from any part of the shop? 

A. Yes, it was at that time. 
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Q. There were no partitions around it that would 

prevent you being seen clearly? 

No. [343) 

Did you pay dues to the Alliance? 

Yes, sit. 

To whom did you pay the dues? 

Lester Bebb. 

Tow often did you pay dues? 

Well, they were supposed to be paid every 
month. I think I paid them about every other month. 

Q. You would pay for two months at one time? 

A. Two, three, and maybe four months dues at 
a time. 

Q. Where did you pay the dues? 

A. Well, in the morning, whenever I would come 
to work I would pay it to him, I would seek him out 
in the shop and pay him, after we had gone to work. 

Q. Were you working days during all the time 
you were in the Alliance? 

A. No, not all of the time, no. 

Q. Are you speaking of the times, now, that you 
were on the day shift? 

When I was on the day shift, yes. 

What time would the day shift begin? 
Seven o’clock in the morning. 

What time does the shift before that end? 
Seven o’clock. 

There is no period between the two shifts 
No, there wasn’t at that time. [344] 

. Did you ever pay dues anywhere besides in 
the shop? 


bPOr>OoPO> 


OPOoPopeop 
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A. I think I paid one month up at the union hall, 
their hall. 

Q. On the other occasions where have they been 
paid. A. Always in the shop. 

Q. During the time that you were a member of 
the Alliance did you ask anyone to join it? 

A. Well, I have asked several fellows to join it. 

Q. Will you name them? 

A. Well, I know of one; it was William Egkan 
in the inspection department. He seemed to be the 
hold-out. 

Q. How do you spell Egkan? 

A. I-g-k-a-n. 

Q. Where did Bill Egkan work? 

A. He was working in inspection. 

Q. How far was his place of employment from 
where you were working? 

A. About 75 feet to 100 feet away. 

Q. At what time of day did you contact him? 

A. About the middle of the morning, or the mid- 
dle of the afternoon. 

Q. When did this occur with reference to month 
and day? 

A. It was shortly before the election of officers 
for 1941, I should judge that was about August of 
1941. 

Q. Was anyone present at the time you talked 
to Egkan, other [345] other than you and he? 

Am No 

Q. What did you say to him and what did he 
say to you? 
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Mr. Watkins: Just a minute, Mr. Examiner, I 
don’t want to object to this, it doesn’t make any 
difference, but it is Just cluttering up the record 
with things that are really immaterial to this ease. 

Tria] Examiner Whittemore: I don’t see that it 
does make any difference. 

Mr. Moore: All night. That is all right. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you ask him to join the 
Alliance ? A. Yes. 

Q. How long did you talk to him? 

A. Two or three minutes. 

Q. Did he join the Alliance? 

A. I really don’t know whether he did or not. 

Q. Was the place where he worked open so it 
could have been observed from any part of the shop? 

A. No, not from all parts, no. 

Q. From what part could it have been observed ? 

A. From—more from the west end of the shop. 

Q. By approximately half the shop or more than 
half or less than half? 

A. Just about a half. 

Q. During the course of your employment with 
Thompson Pro- [346] ducts did you have oecasion 
to join the C. I. 0.2? iA Yes: 

Q. When did you join the C. I. 0.? 

A In April, of 1942. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with anyone 
connected with management of Thompson Products, 
Inc., with reference to your joming? 

Ev Yes. 
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Q. With whom did you have such a conversa- 
tion? 

A. Well, I talked with about three of them. 

Q. Well, name one, the one with whom you had 
the first such conversation. 

A. That was Mr. Millman. 

Q. When did your conversation with him take 
place ? 

A. I should judge about two to four weeks be- 
fore I joined the C. I. O. 

Before you joined? A. Yes. 

That would be about what date? 

Around the early part of March. 

Where did the conversation take place? 

Out in front of the men’s washroom. 

Who was present at the time? 

Just Mr. Millman and myself. 

. What was said at that time by you and by 
him? [347] 

A. I just told him that I was thinking of going 
into a larger union, the C. I. O., and he just said he 
felt that I was wrong in my attitude. He didn’t say 
much more. 

Q. Is that the entire conversation? 

A. Well, would all of it be necessary ? 

Q. Yes, yes. State the entire conversation. 

A. Well, { caught him one afternoon out there— 

Q. Wait. We are talking about this occasion 
before you joined. 

A. That’s right, this time. I told him before that 
his fair haired boys were coming there and getting 


OPOrPOPOS 
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a good mark on their name by coming to him to say 
they were going to join the C. I. O., and that I was 
going to tell him, to try and make a good name for 
myself, and he told me then, he said he thought I 
Was wrong; he was sorry to hear about it, I believe 
was what he said; then we drifted on and discussed 
some more, the rest of it—we talked about five min- 
utes I guess, and I have forgotten all of it. 

Q. Just give the substance, as nearly as you can 
recall. 

A. Well, he said he felt I was wrong in my ideas 
about it, that—he couldn’t say much more. 

Q. Did he say you could make up your own 
mind. A. Yes. 

Q. After that did you have a conversation with 
anyone else connected with management of the 
plant? [848] 

A. That was on a Friday, if I remember right. 

Q. With whom was that conversation held? 

A. This present time with Mr. Millman. 

Q. I see. 

A. Then the following Monday, the foreman out 
there, Orvil Brockett 

Q. You had a conversation with Mr. Orvil 
Brockett ? 

A. Yes, we talked a little bit there about unions. 

Q. On Monday, the early part of March? 

A. On Monday,—well, it was right after my talk- 
ing with Mr. Millman. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: How do you spell 
Brockett? 
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The Witness: B-r-o-e-k-e-t-t. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Was anyone present be- 
sides you and he? 

A. No, just Orvil and I. 

@. Where were the two of you? 

A. We were at the end grinding machine, is what 
we called it there, situated about—it was on the 
north side of the plant, about the middle. 

@. Is that where you worked? 

A. Well, I was doing that work, because there 
was no work on my machine. 

Q. What was the conversation on that occasion? 

A. Well, I have forgotten how we went into the 
question about unions, but the conversation went 
into the union, and he [349] apparently was very 
strong against them 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. I move the answer 


be stricken as a conclusion, ‘‘he apparently was very 
strong against them.’’ 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: That may be strick- 
en. Just state what he said and what you said. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Are you unable to recall 
what he said? 

A. I ean’t recall the exact conversation. The 


only thing 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. May I interrupt, 
Mr. Examiner? Before counsel refreshes his recol- 
lection by the method he has been following, we 
would like to have him ask the witness if he can 
give the substance of the conversation. 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 517 


(Testimony of James Wellington Crank.) 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I assumed that was 
what his next question would be. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Can you state in substance 
what was said there, if you do not remember the 
conversation in its entirety? 

A. The substance of the conversation was union, 
aud he was talking about the bigger unions, because 
he had at one time gotten a bad deal from one of the 
bigger unions. 

Q. Did he say that? 

A. ‘That’s what he told me. 

Q. Did he indicate what he meant by the bigger 
unions ? 

A. No, he didn’t say anything else. 

Q. Just stated the bigger unions. After that, did 
you have a further conversation with anyone con- 
nected with management [850] with reference to af- 
filiation with the C. I. O.? 

A. The next day Roy Long, the general foreman, 
came out and worked alongside of me. 

Q. You had a conversation with him? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Where did it take place? 

A. That was in towards the east end of the shop, 
I was working on the drill press, drilling bolt heads, 
and he 

Q. Was that the day after your conversation 
with Mr. Brockett? 

A. That was the day after. 

Q. Who was present then? 

A. No one was close there. 
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Q. Just you and he? A. Yes. 

Q. What was said on that occasion? 

A. Well, it was just the usual talk against the 
C. L. O. and A. F. of L.—\— 

Mr. Watkins: Just a moment, please. I move this 
answer, so far given by the witness be stricken, as 
a conclusion: ‘‘It was just the usual talk against 
the @, 1 Oe 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: It may be stricken. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Repeat, if you can, what he 
said, as nearly as you can recall. 

A. As near as I can recall now to that, the exact 
words, he [351] asked me what the C. I. O. got for 
the boys out at Vultee, and he wondered why I would 
want to join the C. I. O. after that. [852] 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Was there any activity in 
the shop during working hours which appeared to 
you to be related to the fact that these men you 
talked to had joined the C. [. 0.? 

A. Well, yes; I guess there was. 

Q. Can you say what activity there was? 

A. Just more or less talk among the boys. 

Q. Was there any object displayed there that 
caught your interest? 

A. Yes, there was, at one time. 

Q. What was that? 

A. They had an obscene object there, with a C. 
I. O. button hung on it. 

Q. Who had that? 

A. It was the night the electrician, I believe his 
name is Vincent Richards—— 
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Q. About when did that take place, Mr. Crank? 

A. I believe I have written it down over there. 
T believe it was on April 20th [353] 

Q. You have something you can refresh your 
recollection from ? 


A. Ihave that written down in my notebook over 
there. 

Q. Will you get it. A. Yes. 

Mr. Watkins: Just a moment. I assume the wit- 
ness is going to testify from memory before he re- 
freshes his recollection with his notes. 

The Witness: That is what I had written out at 
that time, so I wouldn’t forget. The other I didn’t 
think important enough to remember, to write down, 
that is. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Take the stand, then. Who 
did you say that object which you were speaking—— 

Mr. Watkins: Wait a minute. May I examine the 
notes the witness is using to refresh his recollec- 
tion ? 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) About when, now, was this 
object displayed, from your own recollection ? 

A. Well, from my recollection, I have my own 
date written down here, now. 

Q. Just state out of your remembrance. 

A. It was on—I have it written here, now, as 
5/28/42. 

Q. Do you recall now that it was about May 28, 
19422 

A. That’s when I first saw it out there. 

Q. Will you describe that object, please? 
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A. About the only thing I would say is that it 
was an obscene [854] object made up. 
Just say what it was. 
Made up as a glove, a finger of a glove. 
Stuffed ? 
Stuffed and made up to an obscene form. 
And it had a C. I. O. button pinned on it? 
It had a C. I. O. button hanging on it. 
What did Mr Vincent Richards—are you 
sure of that name? 

A. Iam not sure of that; I believe Mr. Baldwin 
would know. 

Mr. Baldwin: I will correct that; Vincent Rich. 

Mr. Moore: May it be stipulated the man’s name 
is Vincent Rich? : 

Mr. Watkins: I wouldn’t stipulate because I don’t 
know. 

Mr. Moore: Verv well. A man by the name of Vin- 
cent Richards or Vincent Rich. 

The Witness: Rich, apparently is the right name; 
that was the graveyard electrician. 

Mr. Baldwin: I don’t know whether he was on the 
graveyard at that particular time. 

The Witness: He was for awhile. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What did he do with that 
object ? 

A. He took it around and showed it to different 
men working on the machines. 

Q. During the time the shift was in progress? 

[355 ] 


ee ee 


A® Yes: 
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Which shift? 

The graveyard shift. 

Were vou at work at that time? 

Yes, sir. 

And did you see him display it? 

Yes. He brought it over and showed it to me. 
How long did he continue to do that? 
Around 45 minutes. 


OPOPOrOPS 


Do you know whether at any time an attempt 
was made to prevent him from doing it? 
A. J know one of our members, after that long 
a time 
Q. By “one of your members,’’ what do you 


mean ? 

A. The C. [. O. members. When he got up to him 
to show it to him, he says, ‘‘Now lsten; you have 
been showing that thing around here for about 45 
minutes. Don’t you think it is about time for you to 
go to work?’’ and I believe he went on and went to 
work, then. 

Q. Did Mr. Vincent Rich display that in the 
open where he could be seen, or did he display it to 
these men secretly? 

A. Well, I wouldn’t say secretly. Everybody 
around there, just about, each one saw it at different 
times. 

Mr. Moore: That is all. 


Cross Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Watkins) You joined the C. I. O. 
in April, of [356] 1942? 
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A. April of this yearpyes, si 

@. Did you ever hold any office in the Alliance? 

A. No: 

Q. And it was six to nine months after you were 
employed by the company before you joined the Al- 
liance? 

A. Roughly, I would say it was about that. I 
couldn’t say for sure. 

Q. Where did you go to make your application 
to belong to the C. I. 0.2 

A. I went over to the C. I. O. hall in Avalon. 

Q. In Avalon? 

A. Wait a minute, I am sorry. I went up on Gage 
Avenue in Bell, and turned in my application there. 

@. Turned in your application? 


A. Yes. 
@. Where did you make it out? 
A. At home. 


Q. Did you talk to anybody then about joining 
the C. I. O. who was favorable to joining the C. I. O.? 

A. Oh, yes. I talked to several men. 

Q. Down at the plant? Some of the men down 
there wanted to join the C I. O. too? 

A. Some of them, yes. 

@. There had been some talk as to advisability 
of joining [857] the C. I. O.? 


Ace 
Q. Had you ever discussed it with Victor Kan- 
gas? 


A. No, I hadn’t seen Victor Kangas since he 
lost his job out at Thompson products. 
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Q. All of this was subsequent to that time? 

A. I beg youy pardon? 

Q. Mr. Kangas left there in 1940? 

A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Were there quite a few of you who deeided 
to join the C. I. O. around this same time? 

A. Well, I believe we more or less just drifted 
into it. 

(y. Was there anybody—were you the leader 
among the boys for the C. I. 0.2? 

A. No, I don’t believe I was. I don’t believe we 
had any leader. 

@. You had diseussed it amongst eaeh other? 

A. We just discussed it amongst ourselves. 

Q@. You diseussed a great many things down 
there, did you not? 

A. Well, sometimes, yes. 

Q. Polities, and baseball, and things like that? 

A. Well, it’s aeeording to what subject usually 
prevails. 

Q. Did you ever see anybody sign up for the C. 
I. O. down there at the plant? [858] 

A. How was that now? 

Q. Did you ever see anybody signed up for the 
C. I. O. down there at the plant? 

A. JI got their applications, but I never saw a 
man write it down there. 

Q. What do you mean by that? 

A. I got their appheation, they gave them to me. 

Q. Have you ever been convicted of a felony? 
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A. I have. 

Mr. Watkins: No further questions. 

Trial ixamimer Whittemore: Any further ques- 
tions? 

Mr. Moore: Do you intend to ask questions, Mr. 
Baidwin? 

Mr. Baldwin: I would like to ask a few questions. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) How soon, Mr. Crank, 
after you talked to Mr. Egkan, did he join the P. 
MP. Waa. ? 

A. I don’t know that he joined it. 

. Did you ever go back there and ask him again 
after the first time? 

A. Oh, I talked to him several times about join- 
ing it. 

Q. At about the same time that you asked Mr. 
Egkan to join the P.M.P.W.A., did you ask anyone 
else to join any other organization ? 

Not at that time, no. 

What was your first job in the plant? 
Polisher. [859] 

How long? 

I believe it was about three months. 
And your second job? 

Heat treater. 

How long? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, now, what is 
the purpose of going into this? 

Mr. Baldwin: Well, he states that he was ap- 
proached at a certain time and place in the plant 


Sao eS 
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and he was talked to about joining the organization. 
I just want to see if he actually was or not. There 
seems to be a little doubt. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: What differenee 
does it make whether he was in the polishing room 
or somewhere else? 

Mr. Baldwin: He stated he was out in the open 
where everybody could observe him. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. Make it 
brief. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Were you ever approaehed 
to join the organization while you worked in the heat 
treatment? 

A. I have been approaehed several times, but I 
don’t remember just when it was. 

Q. Regarding this objeet that was displayed, was 
that—were the men you referred to members of the 
P.M.P.W.A. at that time? 

A. I wouldn’t know. 

Q. In what part of the plant did he display that? 

[360] 

A. That was back, just inside from the forge de- 
partment, out towards the front end of the plant, 
and he went through and showed it to about every 
man in the plant there, in the old plant. 

Q. About what time was it? 

A. Right after we went to work. 

Q. That would be right after when? 

A. From about 12:00 to about 12:45 in the morn- 


ing. 
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Q. It wasn’t a quarter to midnight? 

A. No, I was working. I didn’t go to work until 
12:00 o’eclock. 

Q. Now, you say that some member of your or- 
ganization at the time, the C. I. O., approached these 
men and made some remark ? 

A. This man approached him. 

@. Isee. And as he did, a member of your orga- 
nization made some remark to him? 

A. ‘Told him he had been showing it for about 
45 minutes and it was time to finish and go to work. 

@. That is all you heard? 

A. That is all I can reeall. 

Q. What part of the plant was that in? 

A. That was on the old rough face grinder, if 
you remember the position. 

Q. It wasn’t in the washroom of the new sec- 
tion of the [861] building? 

A. Not from what he told me. 

Mr. Baldwin: That is all. 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute, Mr. Examiner. I 
thought this was information this witness had. I 
move all the testimony with respect to the entire 
incident be stricken on the ground it is hearsay. 
He has named individuals present, and I think they 
should be the ones called to testify to that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will deny the mo- 
tion to strike. It is a question of how much weight 
will be given to it. 

Mr. Watkins: Yes. I would like to ask another 
question. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) You made notes of sev- 
eral of these things as you went along, as you have 
testified to? Ee oir? 

Mr. Watkins: Read the question. 

(The question was read.) 


Mr. Watkins: Just strike the question.I will re- 
frame it. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) You have testified to cer- 
tain incidents here that happened down at the plant, 
aud they have some bearing on the C. I. O. 

A. Yes. 

@. And you made notes of the incidents at the 
time they [862] happened? 

A. Not all of them, no. 

Q. You made notes of some of them? 

A. Some of them, yes. 

Q. How did you happen to do that? 

A. Well, I went to auxiliary police school in the 
early part of the year, and that was one of the first 
things they wanted us to do, was to take notes, and 
I forgot about the importance of taking notes until 
at this time I first started here, I believe it was in 
the 28th of May. 

Q. In other words, thé sole purpose in your mak- 
ing these notes was as a sort of assistance to you in 
your lessons in vour auxiliary police work? 

A. Well, no, it wasn’t just as a help. 

Q. All right. What was the reason for it? 

A. To refresh our memories on the cireumstances 
that had oceurred out there. 
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Q. Why did you want to refresh your memory? 

Let the record show the pause in the answers, 
please. 

A. Well, I can’t remember everything. I would 
like to have some of that written down for my rec- 
ords. 

Q. Did you have any discussion with anybody at 
all about making these notes? 

A. No. 

Q. That was just your own idea? [363] 

A. No, not when I first started them. I talked 
about them two months later, but not when I first 
started with them. 

Q. It was Just your own idea? 

A. That’s right. 

Q. You started notes prior to the time you joined 
the C. I. O., did you not? 

A. No, it was after I joined the C. I. O. 

Q. Weren’t these incidents you testified to prior 
to the time you joined the C I. O. in April of 1942? 

A. Some, yes; but the notes I am talking about 
now were after I joined the C. I. O. 

Q. In other words, all your notes contained mat- 
ters after your joining the C. I. O.? 

A. These notes do, yes.. 

Q. That was just your own idea, that you ought 
to make notes of these things? 

A. Also to refresh my memory. 

Q. Did you expect to testify at some hearing? 

A. I didn’t at any time. 
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Q. How did you expect to use those notes then? 

A. How did I expect to? 

Q. Yes. Did you expect to turn them in to the 
Cc. 1. O., or what? 

A. Not necessarily. I could keep them for my- 
self, couldn’t 1? [864] 

Q. Did you? 

A. I kept them for myself, and so far there has 
only been one man that has seen them. 

Mr. Watkins: I think that is all. [865] 


ELMER OSCAR SMITH, 


a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, being first duly sworn, was 
examined and testified as follows: 
Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Will you state your full 
name, please? 

A. Elmer Oscar Smith. 

Q. Have you been employed by Thompson Prod- 


ucts, Ine. ? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. At their plant in Bell, California? 
A. Yes, sir. 


@. When were you so employed? 

A. I was first employed there in 1937. I was 
there only about three months, I believe, or a little 
less. I believe it was August, September and Octo- 
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ber, and then I was re-employed in October 22, 1940, 
and I worked through until September 6, 1942. 

Q. In what capacity were you employed? 

A. The last time I was turret lathe operator. 
First, I was [866] running gun drills. 


Q. In 1937? 

ee 

Q. You have not been employed in a supervisory 
capacity ? A. No, sir. 


@. Had the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alli- 
ance been formed before you were hired there the 
first time? 

A. I believe it had. Yes, it had, because I joined 
the union shortly after I went there, the Alhance. 

Q. In 1937 did you join the Alliance? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When, with reference to the time you went 
to work, did you join it? 

A. Well, I don’t remember exactly the time, but 
it was shortly after I started to work. I believe that 
I belonged to the Alliance there two months. 

Q. Beg your pardon? 

A. Isaid I believe I belonged to the Alliance for 
two months in 1937. 

How did you come to join the Alliance? 

A man named Stubblefield asked me. 
Where were you at the time he asked you? 
As I recall I was working. 

You were working at the plant? 

Yes. [867] 


POPOPSO 
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Q. Did you pay an initiation fee to him? 

A. Yes, I paid initiation. 

Q. Did you pay that to Mr. Stubblefield. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Where were you when you paid that initia- 
tion fec? 

A. Well, I don’t recall the precise spot, but I 
wasn’t well acquainted, and I didn’t go away from 
my machine much, so it must have been in the vicin- 
ity of my machine. 

Was it in the shop? 

Oh, yes, in the shop. 

And was it done during working hours? 
Yes, sir. 

Were you working in a position that could 
be seen from other parts of the shop? 

A. Yes, it was open where I was working. It 
could be seen pretty near all over the shop at that 


OPopPe 


time. 

Q. When you returned to work there in 1940, 
did you renew your membership in the Alliance? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. How did you go about doing that? 

A. There had been a good bit of talk about join- 
ing the union, to various employees over there, so 
one time [ approached Lester Bebb and I asked him 
if it was necessary for me to pay an initiation fee, 
or if I could continue with my membership by pay- 
ing my dues, and he said he would look it up, and 
a few [368] days later he came back and told me I 


532 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Elmer Oscar Smith.) 
should just carry on with dues, because I left with 
good standing. 

@. Were those conversations you had with Mr. 
Bebb in the shop? 

A. Yes, in the shop. 

@. Were they during your shift? 

A. I wouldn’t state definitely. I believe they 


Have you paid your dues to the Association? 
I beg your pardon? 

Have you paid dues to the Alliance? 

Yes, sir. 


I paid them to Lester Bebb. 
Where have you made those payments? 
Well, Lester Bebb was a welder and he was 
in the welding department, it was in one corner of 
the shop, and he collected dues there. He had a tool 
box in which he kept all his records, and 
Q. Did you observe his records in the tool box? 
A. Well, I have seen him unlock the tool box 


Q 
A 
Q 
Ae 
Q. To whom have you paid them? 
A 
Q 
A 


many times and get his book, and he had—he would 
write a receipt, we carried a small book, and when 
we paid our dues, he would write his name and the 
date. 

@. How often did you pay dues? 

A. I paid monthly. [869] 

Q. Did you always pay them to Bebb, in the 
shop there? AQ ees sir. 

Q. Was it always during working hours? 

A. As TI reeall, it was. 
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Q. Did you ever hold office in the Alliance? 

me Yes, sir. 

Q. During what period did you hold office? 

A. I was elected in the election of 1941, in Sep- 
tember, and I held office through the latter part of 
1941 and the first part of 1942, and resigned in Feb- 
ruary, I believe, in 1942. 

Q. What office did you hold? 

A. I was on the executive committee. 

Q. Is that executive committee also referred to 


as the executive council? A. Yes. 
Q. Have you examined the constitution and by- 
laws ? ®, Wes, sir. 


Q. Were you a member of the executive council 
that is mentioned in the constitution and by-laws? 

A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Did the Alliance at that time have any other 
council or committee that conducted negotiations 


with the management? A. Yes. 
@. Was it the council of which you were a mem- 
ber ? A. Yes, sir. [870] 


Q. During the period when you were a member 
of that council, did you engage in any activity in 
the plant in behalf of the Alliance? 

A. Yes. After our election, the committee had 
held meetings on various occasions. 

@. When you say committee, you are referring 
to the-——— 

A. That is the council. 

Q. Very well. 
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A. The council had held meetings on various oc- 
casions and we had decided on a plan to sign up the 
shop 100 per cent, as near as possible, and we had a 
membership drive, and each one of the committee 
men were to take as many men as they could, get- 
ting them to join the union. 

Q. What did you do with reference to this mem- 
bership campaign ? 

A. Well, I contacted several men. 

Q. Can you name them? 

A. Yes. I talked with Wiliam Egkan, a good 
bit, in the inspection department; and I talked with 
J. D. Wiggs, a man named Branm; I talked with 
him one night for about 20 minutes. 

Q. How do you spell that? 

A. B-r-a-n-m, and another named Templeman, I 
believe. That’s all I recall offhand. 

Did you ask those men to join the Alliance? 
Yes, I did. [871] 

Was your contact with them in the shop? 
Yes, it was. 

Was it during working hours? 

Yes, sir. 

In the fall of 1941 and the spring of 1942, 
while you were on the council, was the shop operat- 
ing three shifts? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Approximately how long did you talk to these 
men when you contacted them? 


OPOoOPOoOPS 


A. Well, I remember Branmn distinctly. He was 
running a milling machine, slightly behind the lathe 
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I was working on, and I talked with him for possibly 
20 minutes, 

Q. Is that in a position that can be observed from 
any part of the plant? 

A. Well, it could be observed from most any- 
where in the shop, I would say; not every place. 

Q. These other men, how long did you contact 
them ? 

A. I talked with each several minutes. I talked 
with Egkan on numerous occasions. He was in the 
inspection department. I talked with him several 
times. The others, possibly a few minutes, while at 
their machines. 

Q. You have named four men you have contact- 
ed. Were there others also? 

A. I believe I have talked to others in the shop, 
but I can’t recall their names. [372] 

Q. Can you state approximately how many you 
approached ? 

A. No, I wouldn’t—— 

Q. Did you ever collect any dues for the Alli- 
ance? 

A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Where did you do that? 

A. I collected from Templeman. I got his initia- 
tion fee and his dues. 

Q. Where? A. At his machine. 

Q. During working hours? 

A. Yes, sir. I also collected from Wiggs. 

Q. The initiation fee? A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you eollect dues from any of those men? 

A. On various occasions as I recall, the men 
have given me their dues and their book, which I 
would take to the treasurer, Lester Bebb, and get a 
receipt for it. 

Q. Did that occur during your working shift? 

A. I took them there during my working shift. 
I don’t recall whether the men gave them to me com- 
ing on shift or going off, or during working hours. 

Q. There is no period of time between shifts, as 
the shop was operated at that time, was there? 

A. No, no. 

Q. One shift begins immediately after the other 
ends? [373] 

A. That’s right. 

Q. And this collection that you did, was that in 
the shop? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who were members of the executive council 
at the time you were elected? 

A. Well, when I was first on the council we had 
a meeting and it didn’t end up so well, so the new 
council was appointed, rather than elected, and there 
was Irvin Hess, Frank Osborn, Howard Baldwin, 
and myself, and Julius Olson; Julius Olson was a 
member of the old committee that had resigned, and 
later we held an election and Julius Olson was re- 
placed with—I can’t recall the man’s name. 

Q. Let me ask you: Who were the members of 
the retiring council in the election at which you were 
elected? 
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A. There was Julius Olson, Ray Haley, Clarence 
Stubblefield, Ted Weiser, and Ed Fickle. Ed Fickle 
wasn ’t—didn’t retire at the time of the election, but 
later he was recalled. 

Q. Were you acquainted with Mr. Ed Fickle? 

A. Only for our aequaintance in the shop. I knew 
him quite well. I talked with him. 

Q. What work did he do in the shop? 

A. He worked in 

Q. At the time of this election? 

A. Well, he was the experimental man im the 
tool room. 

Q. Do you know how long he had been doing that 
work ? [374] 

A. No, I don’t. 

Q. How long, to your knowledge, had he been 
doing it? 

A. He had been doing it ever since I had been 
there. 

Q. Did he continue after the election of Sep- 
tember, 1941, to do the same work ? 

A. Yes, so far as I know. 

Q. Were you aequainted with Mr. Julius Olson? 

A. Yes, J was. 

Q. What was his position in the shop at the time 
of the election in September, of 1941? 

A. He was, you might say, a shift man in the 
forging department. That is, he had—he directed 
the shift on which he worked, he was set-up man and 
direeted the work in the forge. 
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Q. How long, to your knowledge, had he been 
doing that work? 

A. I believe he had been doing work in that ca- 
pacity ever since I had been in the shop too. 

@. Did he continue to do the same work after 
that election? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Were you acquainted with Mr. Ted Wesser ? 

A. Yes, I was. 

@. What work did he do in the shop? 

A. He was the head of the heat treating depart- 


Q. When you say ‘‘head,’’ what do you mean? 

A. Well, he was the man in charge. In fact, 
there were [375] several heat treaters, it must have 
been six or eight men working in that department, 
and he directed the work in that department. 

Q. How long, to your knowledge, had he done 
that work? 

A. Since I had been in the plant. 

Q. Did he continue to do it after that election? 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Clarence Stubble- 
field? A. Yes, I am. 

@. What did he do at the time of that election? 
A. He was a welder. 

Q. Was he employed in a supervisory capacity ? 
A. No. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Ray Haley? 
AgeNcs: 

Q. What was his work? 
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A. We was operating an engine lathe, working 
on large marine valves. 

Q. Was he employed in a supervisory capacity, 
to your knowledge? 

A. No, he wasn’t. 

Q. Was he related to anyone in the shop who 
was employed in a supervisory capacity? 

A. Yes, he was a brother-in-law of Ray Long, 
who is now general foreman. [3876] 

Q. Was Ray Long general foreman at that time? 

A. I believe at that time Ray Long was shift 
foreman. 

Mr. Moore: May we go off the record a moment? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


Tria] Examiner Whittemore: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You have described the du- 
ties of five men who were on the executive council 
that retired in September, of 1941. Do you know how 
long they had been on the executive council? 

A. Well, they had all served at least a year, and 
I believe Mr. Fickle had been on the council since, 
almost, since the inception of the union. I believe 
there was—I will say he had been president of the 
union ever since the start, except for one term, and 
Stubblefield had served in a capacity of committee- 
man for two or possibly three years, and the others 
I don’t know about. 

Q. How is the executive council elected? How 
was it at the time you were elected? 


a 
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Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. I object to that as 
not being the best evidence of the election. We have, 
as [I understand it, some articles and by-laws that 
provide for the method of election of the executive 
council. 

Mr. Moore: Very well. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) The evidence in this case 
shows the ex- [877] ecutive council is elected by the 
membership at large. Is that so? 

‘A. That is true. 

Q. Is that the manner in which you were elected ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. At the election of September, 1941—I will 
withdraw that. 

The evidence in this case also shows that the exe- 
cutive council elect a president. 

A. That is true. 

Q. Was that done in September, 1941? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In that September election who was elected 
president. mea. Pickle, 

Q. Did he thereafter serve as president? 

A. Ue served for a short period of time, and I 
would say not over one month, or possibly a month 
and a half, at which time he was recalled, at a regu- 
lar union meeting. He was 

Q. You say he was recalled. Will you state when 
that meeting oecurred ? 

A. I believe it was in either the latter part of 
October, or in November, possibly November. 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. O41 


(Testimony of Klmer Oscar Smith.) 

Mr. Watkins: What year is this? 

Mr. Moore: This is in 1941. 

The Witness: 1941, yes, sir. [378] 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Will you describe what hap- 
pened at that meeting? 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute, Mr. Examiner. If 
there are minutes available of what happened at 
that meeting, then 1 think those should be intro- 
duced as the best evidence of what happened there. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Will you examine 
the minutes and see whether or not they show what 
you are getting at here? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, they do show it. Mr. Baldwin 
has brought the minutes of the Pacific Motor Parts 
Workers Alhance meetings, all that are available. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Very well. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Smith, the minutes of 
that meeting at which Mr. Fickle was recalled were 
kept? ee CS). S10; 

Q. Will you examine these three sheets and see 
if they are the minutes of that meeting? 

Mr. Moore: While My. Smith is examining the 
documents, will you mark this as Board’s Exhibit 
next in order for identification ? 

(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 9, for identifi- 
cation. ) 


Mr. Baldwin: Myr. Examiner, would it be pos- 
sible to make copies of those? Those are the original 
minutes and I would like to retain them. [879] 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: Yes, surely; that 
will be all right. 
Mr. Moore: I will ask the reporter to mark these 
documents as Board’s Exhibit 10, for identification. 
(Thereupon, the documents referred to were 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 10, for identi- 
fication. ) 


Mr. Moore: May the record show that the docu- 
ment, consisting of three typewritten pages, which 
has been marked Board’s Exhibit 10, for identifica- 
tion, is the document which the witness examined 
immediately prior to their being marked. 

May we take a short recess? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Yes, surely. We will 
take a five-minute recess. 

(A short recess was had.) 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: The hearing will 
please come to order. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Have you examined the doc- 
ument marked Board’s Exhibit 10, for identifica- 
tion ? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Can you say what it is? 

A. It’s the minutes of the October meeting, when 
Ed Fickle was recalled as president of P.M.P.W.A. 

Q. As councilman at the time these minutes were 
made, can you state these are the minutes? 

A. Those are the minutes. I conducted that meet- 
ing. [380] 

Mr. Moore: I offer Board’s Exhibit 10, for 
identification in evidence. 
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Mr. Watkins: No objection, and no objection to 
a copy being substituted. 

Mr. Baldwin: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Board’s Exhibit 
10 will be received. Those are the minutes of what 
date? 

Mr. Watkins: October, of 1941. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Thank you. 

(Thereupon the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit No. 10, 
was received in evidence. ) 


BOARD’S EXHIBIT No. 10 


Meeting of P. M. P. W. A. for October, 1941. 

The general meeting of the P.M.P.W.A. was held 
October 13, 1941 with council members Fickle, Bald- 
win, Hess, Osborne, Smith and Secretary Bebb 
present. There were 80 members at the meeting. 

The minutes of the last meeting were read and 
approved as read. 

Fickle asked Smith to take over the meeting in 
order that he might express his ideas in forming 
a new contract. 

Bright suggested that Smith should have been 
notified before the meeting that he was going to be 
asked to take over so that he could have prepared 
for it. 

Hess stated that Fickle had refused to work with 
the committee and that he had been accused of be- 
ing a member of the C.1.0. 
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Baldwin gave an outline of wage scale changes 
to be suggested for the new contract, which had been 
drawn up by the committee to present to the man- 
agement, also a plan for re-rating men who have 
been employed three mouths or more. The re- 
rating would be as follows; 

Starting rate for new employees—60 cents. 
At the end of three months to go to 75 cents 
(base rate) 


Machine operators to be classed as Third, 
Second and First Class, with a base minimum 
rate for each class. 


Tn regard to the Vacation plan changes, the fol- 
lowing was submitted;—Anyone employed for one 
year to be entitled to one week vacation with pay, 
with one day added for each additional year of em- 
ployment until a maximum of two weeks was at- 
tained. Also that the paragraph stating that, ‘‘in 
cases of business reverses or catastrophes vacations 
be caneelled,’’ be struck out. 

The Council asked for full co-operation of the 
members to work toward getting the above. 

Bright asked why proposed contract had not been 
written up and brought for the approval of mem- 
bers. 

Smith stated that no statement had been made 
at the last meeting to that effect. 

Baldwin stated that the council would take up 
the seniority agreement with the management. 
Bright said he thought the contract should be read 
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as contracts of other Unions in regard to the Senior- 
ity agreement. 

Olsen suggested that the council go to the man- 
agement and that together they draw up a contract 
which they felt would mect with the approval of all 
concerned and that this proposed contract be 
Brought before the members at the next meeting, 
before signing. 

Baldwin answered questions relating to the 
changes proposed by the council. General discus- 
sion followed in regards to other union contracts 
and their classifications. 

George McIntyre made remark that there were 
rumors that council members were being stool 
pigeons but that he felt such were false, although he 
knew there were stool pigeons in the shop. 

Bright asked that each council member make 
statement to show whether he was working in in- 
terest of men or company. 

Baldwin requested that members give council men 
a chance to do something for men as these council 
men are all new and should be given a chance he- 
fore being criticized. 

Hess made charges against Fickle, that he had 
said he was for himself and not the men, also, that 
he opposed, suggested raise for polishers. 

In reply Fickle stated that L. L. Myers who was 
in the meeting with management could clarify the 
above charges. 

Myers said he had talked to My. Millman and 
t~ had been a misunderstanding on his part. 
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Fickle stated that anyone in the membership 
could vote him out if he did not wish him to act 
on the council and that if the council could do more 
for the members with him out, he would be glad to 
be voted out but that he was 100% for the P.M. 
P.W.A. 

Motion was made by Hess and seconded that 
Fickle be re-called. Motion earried. 

Ballot were east for the re-call of Fickle as a 
council member. Ballots collected by Baldwin and 
Smith. 

Three members were chosen to check the ballots; 

Olsen 
Bright 
Peterson 

Results ; 

Ballots east 78 (1 ballot spoiled) 
‘“Yes’’ Ballots—54 
‘‘No’”’ Ballots—23 


As Vice-President Osborne was asked to take 
over the vacaney but he asked Smith to carry on 
for the remainder of the meeting. 

A hand vote showed that 37 members against 22, 
wished the council member to fill vacancy, be chosen 
by the council. 

George Overlander was one chosen as his work- 
ing in the tool-room would make council member- 
ship well divided among shop men. 

Weisser made a motion that wage scale set by 
council be read. Motion seconded and earried. 
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Wage scale rates were read by Smith. 
The following rates were added; 


Ajax press $1.10 
Ajax furnace 1.00 
Trucker (moving stock) 0 


Change in rate of internal and cen- 
terless radius grinder from $1.00 to $1.10 
Floor inspectors 1.00 


Meeting adjourned. 
PROS C0 ne e eee  eeee 
RS COMCUAT Ye haan Ais vagy eGo 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) The evidence in the case 
shows that the membership of the Alliance voted 
to recall Ed Fickle as president. Was another 
president elected thereafter? 

A. George Overlander was appointed as com- 
mitteeman to take Ed Fickle’s place, and then the 
committee met a few days later and they elected 
Irvin Hess as president of P.M.P.W.A. 

Q. At the time Irvin Hess was elected president, 
did anything unusual occur at the meeting at which 
he was elected? Did anything unusual occur? 

A. Nothing unusual occurred, except the meet- 
ing of the committeemen, where Hess was elected, 
was held in the welding room, in the plant of 
Thompson Products. I believe that’s—— 

Q. Was anyone present other than the council- 
men ? A. I believe not. [381] 
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Q. Was Glenn Beach present? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Was he present at any meeting of the coun- 
cil? 

A. He wasn't present at any meeting of the 
eouncil which I attended. He was present at a 
meeting of the membership. 

Q. When was that? 

A. That was in September of, on the day of the 
P.M.P.W.A. election. 

Q@. Was that before Ed Fickle had been re- 
called ? A. Yes. 

Q. What part in the meeting did Glenn Beach 
take? 

A. Glenn Beach was more or less the cause of 
the meeting being broken up. It was contesting 
the right of some of the candidates to become mem- 
bers of the council, and Glenn Beach took such a 
firm stand and caused so much argument, that 
finally we had to 

Mr. Baldwin: Mr. Examiner, I would like to 
object to that statement, because he hasn’t any 
definite proof that he was the agitator of this thing, 
because there was a constant—I mean, there were 
ealls from all sides, in every direction. In other 
words, he can’t pin down to any one man, because 
there were quite a few involved, and I couldn’t 
name all of them, myself. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: You were there, 
Were you? 
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Mr. Baldwin: Yes, sir, in the room, yes. [382] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: J think if you 
want to give your version of what happened we will 
permit you to do so, but please permit this witness 
to give his version. I will overrule your objection. 

Were you there? 

The Witness: Yes, I was. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Was there a controversy 
at that meeting? 

A. Yes, there was a controversy. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I do think, for 
my enlightenment, you might identify Mr. Beach. 
Q. (By Mr. Moore) Who is Glenn Beach? 

A. Beach is foreman of the maintenance depart- 
ment. 

Q. Was he foreman of the maintenance depart- 
ment in September of 1941, at the time this meeting 
took place? 

A. I don’t believe he carried an official title as 
foreman, but he directed the maintenance depart- 
ment. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: First, may I ask 
counsel for the respondent, if he will concede Beach 
was at that time foreman of the maintenance de- 
partment ? 

Mr. Watkins: No, sir; and as a matter of fact, 
Mr. Millman is gone, and I can’t answer the ques- 
tion. We will have to wait until he returns. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) Was there a controversy 
at that meeting? 
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A. Yes, there was. As I stated—some of the 
men contested [383] the right of some of the candi- 
dates to hold office in P.M.W.P.A. council, because 
of the fact that they hadn’t worked in the plant 
long enough. 

Q. Who raised those objections ? 

A. Well, there were several that raised the ob- 
jection. I can’t recall all of them off-hand, but 
Glenn Beach was one of them that raised them the 
loudest. In fact, he made quite a scene at the meet- 
ing. 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. Mr. Examiner, I 
move this testimony that somebody made quite a 
seene be stricken as a conclusion of the witness. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, that may be 
stricken. 

Mr. Watkins: May I ask whether or not the date 
of this particular meeting has been fixed? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: September is the 
nearest I have heard it identified. 

The Witness: September, yes. 

Mr. Watkins: Is there any specific date in Sep- 
tember ? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: The date when the 
election was held, according to my understanding. 
Mr. Watkins: That is correct. Thank you. 

The Witness: About the 7th, I believe we have 
minutes on that. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Were minutes kept of that 
meeting ? A. Yes. [884] 
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Mr. Moore: Will you mark this document, con- 
sisting of two pages, as Board’s Exhibit 11, for 
identification ? 

(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 11, for identi- 
fication.) 


Mr. Baldwin: Mr. Examiner, if possible, I 
would like to have copies made of that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I think that may 
be arranged. 

Mr. Moore: Yes, easily. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Will you examine the 
document marked Board’s Exhibit 11, for identifi- 
cation, please. 

Mr. Moore: While counsel are examining 
Board’s Exhibit 11, for identification, I will show 
Board’s Exhibit 9, for identification, to the wit- 
ness. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Have you examined 
Board’s Exhibit 11, for identification? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is it the minutes of the meeting at which 
the controversy you were referring to occurred 2 

ieee. cS, Sir. 

Q. Now, on what date was that meeting held? 
Was it held August 24, 1941, as shown on Board’s 
Exhibit 11, for identification ? 

A. It may have been August; it was either the 
latter part of August, or the 1st of September. 
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Q. It was a meeting before you were elected to 
the couneil? [385] 

A. At this meeting—yes, it was a meeting before 
I was formally elected; that’s right. 

Q. Did anything occur at that meeting that is 
not shown in the minutes, according to your recol- 
lection ? ) 

A. Yes. It didn’t oceur at the time the meet- 
ing was in progress, but right after the meeting ad- 
journed the committee as a whole resigned, except 
Olson, and they in turn appointed candidates re- 
eeiving the highest number of ballots to fill his 
place until they could be elected permanently, at 
which Baldwin, Osborne, Hess, and myself were 
appointed temporary committeemen, until such 
time that we could have the election. Olson re- 
mained on the committee as one of the old commit- 
teemen. 

@. Was there opposition to the appointment of 
Mr. Hess? 

A. I wasn’t there at the time these officers was 
appointed. They informed me the next day, so as 
to that, I don’t know. 

Mr. Moore: Very well. I do not propose to 
offer Board’s Exhibit 11 for identification at this 
time. 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. It seems to me, 
Mr. Examiner, that this exhibit ought to be put in, 
out of fairness, because this witness has been asked 
about a great many things that took place at that 
particular meeting, and I think it only fair, for 
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the reeord’s sake, the official minutes should be put 
in. 

Mr. Moore: I have no objection to offering 
them. It [386] was my opinion they showed 
nothing. I offer them in evidence. 

Mr. Watkins: We have no objection, and no 
objection to substituting a copy. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. The 
document will be reeeived. 

(Thereupon the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit 11, was 
received in evidence.) 


BOARD’S EXHIBIT No. 11 


Minutes of General Meeting for the eleetion of 
Executive Councilmen and Secretary-Treasurer, 
held Sunday, August 24, 1941, at Ebell Club.— 
(Council members present, Fickle, Olsen, Weisser, 
Stubblefield, Hailey and Seeretary-Treasurer, 
Bebb.) 

Meeting was called to order at 10:15 a. m. Presi- 
dent Ed Fickle announced the purpose of the meet- 
ing and asked for all proxy votes to be brought 
forth before the election. Ed Fickle was asked to 
read Sec. IV of the constitution in regards to elec- 
tion of officers. 

Ballots were posted to members for the nomina- 
tion of ten for councilmen. 

Ballots were collected, and counted and posted 
on the blackboard with the following results ;— 
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Ed Fickle—C. O. Stubblefield—Steve Hall— 
George Spurlock—Frank Osborne—Irvin Hess— 
Elmer Smith—Ted Parker—Johnny Ballinger— 
Howard Baldwin. 

A general discussion as to the eligibility of the 
nominees followed. The President read part of the 
constitution relating to this subject. 

Irvin Hess submitted an attorney’s opinion on 
the constitution. A motion was made to proceed 
with the election of officers and carried. 

Ballots were cast to elect five of the nominees 
for councilmen. 

A motion was made and seconded that the chair- 
man’s decision on the elegibility of the candidates 
be abided by. 

New ballots were cast. A motion was made and 
seconded to hold another meeting for the election 
of officers, but did not carry. 

As a number of the of the members had to re- 
turn to work and the members were undecided as 
to the eligibility of the candidates the meeting was 
adjourned without counting the last votes cast, at 
12:30 p. m. 

Signed, 


(Minutes written from notes given me by Lester 
Bebb) 


Mr. Moore: May it be stipulated Board’s Ex- 
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hibit 9 for identification is a notice posted in the 
plant or respondent on or about the date appearing 
on the exhibit? 
Mr. Watkins: Yes, it will be so stipulated. That 
is a copy of the notice that was posted. 
Mr. Moore: A copy of the notice. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: What is the date? 
Mr. Moore: On October 23, 1941. Will you 
stipulate to that, Mr. Baldwin? 
My. Baldwin: Yes. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: You are offering 
it in evidence? 
Mr. Moore: I offer Board’s Exhibit 9 for iden- 
tification in evidence. 
Mr. Watkins: No objection. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Baldwin? 
Mr. Baldwin: No objection. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: The document is 
received. [387] 
(Thereupon the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Boards Exhibit 9, was re- 
ceived in evidence.) 


BOARD’S EXHIBIT No. 9 
NOTICE 


Recent National Labor Relations Board rulings 
hold that it is not necessary for a supervisory em- 
ployee to have the power to hire and fire in order 
to be considered a part of the Management. An 
employee who supervises and directs the work of 
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others or exercises any of the functions of Manage- 
ment is considered an agent of the employer and is, 
therefore, according to the contract between the 
Management and the Pacific Motor Parts Workers 
Alliance, ineligible to belong to the Pacific Motor 
Parts Workers Alliance. 

Accordingly, the following named men have been 
asked, or will be asked, to resign their membership 
in the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alliance at 
once: 

G. C. Beach 
C. EK. Weisser 
Julius Olsen 
J. EK. Morse 
H. E. McIntire 
EK. T. Fickle 
THOMPSON PRODUCTS, Ine. 
West Coast Plant 
C. L. MILLMAN 
Personnel Manager 
October 23, 1941. 


——_____ 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you attend meetings 
of the full membership of the Alliance during the 
time you were a member of the Alliance? 

A. You mean our regular scheduled union meet- 
ings of the membership ? 

(. Meetings of the full membership? 

A. Yes, I did. 
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Q. Were those generally scheduled on any par- 
ticular day of the week? 

A. ‘They were on Sundays, always. 

Q. Practically always on Sunday? 

A. Yes. 

Q. During the time you were a member of the 
Alliance, did the plant operate on Sunday ? 

A. Partially, not a full crew, but there were a 
good many of the machines and men working at 
the time these meetings were held. 

Q. Did it occur that work was scheduled to be 
done in the plant at the time the meeting was 
scheduled ? A. Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Moore, do you 
mind if Linterrupt? Have you left this meeting at 
which Beach was present? [388] 

Mr. Moore: Yes. This witness is not familiar 
with what occurred there. 

Mr. Watkins: At which Beach was what? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: The meeting at 
which Beach was present. J understand you were 
present. 

The Witness: You mean the regular scheduled 
committeemen ? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: At this meeting 
in September at which Foreman Beach was present. 
Weren’t you present at that meeting? 

The Witness: Yes, I was at the one of the mem- 
bership; he referred to one of the council, and I 


wasn’t present at one of the council where Beach 
was. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: Even so, I wish 
you would explore the matter and find out; Beach 
was a foreman. Find out how he happened to be 
present at the membership meeting. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, I was going to 
raise an objection to your reference to foreman 
Beach, because I don’t think there is any testimony 
in the record at this time. I think the witness tes- 
tified he was not a foreman, but that he had direc- 
tion over some of the men in the maintenance de- 
partment. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: My notes he was 
foreman of the maintenance department. 

Mr. Watkins: Subsequently, I believe the wit- 
ness testified—— [389] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Wasn’t that your 
testimony ? 

The Witness: At the time of the election I said 
he didn’t have the official title of foreman. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Oh, I am sorry. 
I didn’t hear that. 

The Witness: But after the election 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Do you know when Mr. 
Beach received his official title as foreman ? 

A. Well, I can’t say as to that, but it must have 
been around the time this notice was posted. 

Q. I see. 

Mr. Watkins: ‘‘This notice’’ refers to Board’s 
Exhibit 9? 

The Witness: That’s it, the one where the com- 
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pany posted the notice saying those men couldn’t 
belong. 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

The Witness: Yes, that is the one. 

Q. (By My. Moore) Did his duties change: at 
that time? 

My. Watkins: Just a minute. Are you through 
with your question ? 

Mr. Moore: J will withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What did he do prior to 
the time that notice was posted ? 

A. So far as I know his duties were the same. 
He directed the maintenance crew. 

Q. What did he do after the notice was posted ? 

[390] 

A. The same thing, so for as T know. 

Q. Were you in a position to observe what he 
did? 

A. Oh, yes. The maintenance crew worked 
through the shop. They were doing a lot of build- 
ing, putting in power Hnes and sewers and such, 
and Mr. Beach was in charge of the work. 

Q. Both before and after this notice was posted ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, I presume, rather 
than to object to this witness’ testimony, we will 
simply have to introduce evidence as to the official 
duties of this particular individual at the time. The 
witness has testified to conclusions here, and there 
has been no foundation laid for his knowledge. He 
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has made a statement he saw him working around 
occasionally. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you observe Mr. Beach 
giving directions to men working with him? 

Mr. Watkins: I object to the question as eall- 
ing for a conclusion, and it is leading and sugges- 
tive. If counsel will ask him what he said Mr. 
Beach did, I will have no objection to it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will sustain the 
objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What did you observe Mr. 
Beach doing when he was working where you could 
observe him? 

A. Well, I can’t recall any specific time that I 
have seen [391] him do anything in particular, but 
it was quite obvious that he was the boss; he was 
giving the orders. 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute,—— 

The Witness: Directing the work. 

Mr. Watkins: I move that portion of the wit- 
ness’ answer ‘“‘it was quite obvious that he was the 
boss,’’ be stricken as a conclusion. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: It may be stricken. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) State what you saw Mr. 
Beach do. A. Well, have seen him 

Q. What you have seen or heard. 

A. JT have seen him on various occasions when 
they were building things or moving something, 


possibly, 
Q. The maintenance men, you are speaking of, 


now? A. I beg your pardon? 
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Q. When you say he was working, are you re- 
ferring to the maintenance department ? 

A. I have seen him directing the work, showing 
men what to do. 

Q. He was present at that meeting of August 
24, 1941? A That’ safieht. 

Q. Now, you have testified, have you not, that 
the Alliance held its meetings of membership on 
Sundays? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did the company make any arrangements so 
that the men [392] scheduled to work on Sundays 
could attend these meetings ? 

A. Yes, they let anyone off for a period of time, 
which was usually from 10:00 to 12:00 in the morn- 
ing, to attend a meeting, if they so wished. The 
plant, in fact, would close down. 

Q. Would they—— 

Mr. Watkins: May I have that answer, the ques- 
tion and answer read, please ? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Very well. 

Mr. Watkins: Before you read it, does the rec- 
ord show more than one meeting here? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, I am asking him about meet- 
ings. 

Mr. Watkins: On Sundays? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: He has testified 
the majority of the membership meetings were held 
on Sunday. 

Mr. Watkins: Read the answer. 

(The record was read.) 
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Mr. Watkins: I move the last portion of the 
answer be stricken as a conclusion, ‘‘the plant, in 
fact, would close down.”’ 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I would like 
to know what the witness’ basis for that is. If you 
will ask him what that is, I will reserve ruling on 
this matter. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) On occasions when an Alli- 
ance meeting was scheduled to be held on Sundays, 
was any work done at [393] the plant between 10:00 
and 12:00 in the morning on Sundays? 

A. Not to my knowledge. 

‘Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. Before we get 
away from that, I don’t like to interrupt Mr. Moore, 
but can we tie this down to a particular date? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t believe we can, Mr. Watkins. 
We are talking about general practice that ex- 
tended over the time he was a member of the Alli- 
ance. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, I don’t like to in- 
terrupt counsel, but the only thing, this is some- 
thing we have to refute, and we can’t by records or 
anything else, show what the situation was on a 
particular Sunday unless we know what Sunday 
it is. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, first let me 
ask counsel for the Board: It seems to me, so far 
as it goes now, it is of minor importance anyway. I 
would like to know just what importance counsel 
for the Board attaches to it. 
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Mr. Moore: On Sundays when meetings were 
not scheduled, the shift ran from 7:00 to 4:30 
straight through; on Sundays when meeting were 
scheduled to be held, the plant operated from 6:00 
to 10:00 and from 12:00 to 5:30, I believe, and closed 
down in the meantime, so that members could at- 
tend the meetings of the Alliance. I think that is 
material evidence. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, it is conceiv- 
able [394] that the company might decide to run a 
eertain shift and run all day long, and sinee they 
were working all day, they wouldn’t hold a meeting. 
Also, it is conceivable the company might arrange 
another shift for another company and permit a 
period in there where the union could hold a 
meeting. 

Mr. Moore: Yes, it is conceivable. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Is there any other 
way you can approach this particular matter? Here 
is a committeeman on the stand. 

Mr. Moore: I do not know any other way to 
approach it. This witness knows what happened. 
He did it himself. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I can’t very wel! 
suggest any particular method by which you ean 
explore this matter. 

Mr. Watkins: Myr. Examiner, just a thought. I 
don’t mean to try to keep out something that is 
material. I frankly do not see the materiality, to 
start with. But assuming the Board’s counsel feels 
it is material, I think we could find out how many 
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meetings he is talking about. They certainly weren’t 
held every Sunday. If membership meetings were 
held, we can find out when they occurred, and 
whether or not any arrangement was made so far 
as the Alliance was concerned, with the company, 
with respect to it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: JI think in view of 
what you say the purpose is, the respondent is justi- 
fied in asking for specific instances, since you will 
concede on one or [395] two instances it might be 
drawn as a general fact if proved, one which cer- 
tainly could not be held against the respondent, and 
the one which would. In view of your concession, 
it may be one or the other in general, then I think 
you should get down to something specific so that 
counsel for respondent will have something specific 
to meet. Otherwise, he may be meeting something 
whieh you yourself will concede may not be material. 

Mr. Moore: May we go off the record? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Do you plan to 
finish with this witness tonight? If not, why don’t 
you move on to some other subject and while you 
have the minutes go through them? Perhaps it will 
save time, by taking them over night and see which 
one you want to refer to and perhaps you can do 
it very quickly in the morning. 

Mr. Moore: May we go off the record again? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Yes, surely. Off 
the record. 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 9695 


(Testimony of Elmer Osear Smith.)' 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) During the time that you 
were a member of the Alliance’s executive council, 
did you attend meetings of the council? [896] 

eee CS. Sif. 

Q. Where did the council hold meetings? 

A. In the plant at Thompson Products. 

Q. At what place or places in the plant? 

A. We held them in the welding room and then 
at a later date we held them in the new building 
which was not occupied at that time by machinery, 
and some, in the lunch room. 

Q. Were any meetings of the executive council, 
while you were a member of it, held elsewhere than 
in places you have named ? 

A. No, siz. 

Q. Have you attended such mectings at a time 
during the shift when you were scheduled to work? 

A. Those meetings were heid in the evening after 
3:30, and on 

Q. Which shift did you work? 

A. Well, of course—you see, the shifts rotate 
out there; two weeks it would be on days, swing 
and graveyard. 

Q. Yes. 

A. And I remember distinctly on two occasions 
that I attended meetings of the council when I was 
working the swing shift during my regular working 
period. 

Q. The swing shift began and ended when? 
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A. It began at 3:30 and ended at midnight. 

Q. When was the first occasion on which you 
attended a council [897] meeting during the swing 
shift ? 

A. It was directly after the first election in Sep- 
tember, the September election. 

Q. Mr. Baldwin has furnished a file of minutes 
of the executive meetings of the excutive council of 
the Alliance. Will you look through that file and 
see whether or not they are minutes there, for the 
meetings to which you refer? A. Yes. 

Q. Having examined the minutes of the execu- 
tive council meetings, can you now state on what 
date the meeting to which you refer was held? 

A. It was August 25th. 

Q. 1941? 

A. 1941. That meeting was held in the welding 
room at the plant. 

Q. At about what time? 

A. At 3:30 in the afternoon. 

Q. And when you came to the plant that after- 
noon to go to work, did you check in? 


A. Yes, I did. 

Q. At about what time? 

A. About 3:30, in time for my 3:30 shift. 

Q. And thereafter did you go to this meeting ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How long did you remain at the meet- 
ing? [398] A. I don’t know exactly. 


Q. Approximately. 
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A. I would say approximately 45 minutes, pos- 
sibly. ; 

Q. Was there any deduction made on your time 
eards for that absence ? AL No, sim 

Mr. Watkins: Can we fix this specifically ? 

Mr. Moore: We have. 

Mr. Watkins: The specific date? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Mr. Watkins: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You said there were two 
occasions on which you attended a meeting during 
a swing shift when you were scheduled to work. 
When was the second one about? 

A. Well, it was some time later than that, not 
very much later. I would say possibly withm the 
following two weeks or thereabouts. 

Q. Will you examine the minutes of the execu- 
tive council and see if you can fix that date? 

A. TI believe it was the one of September 27th. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Baldwin, is it a fact that some 
of these minutes of these meetings are missing? 

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, it is. 

Q. (By My. Moore) After examining the file of 
minutes of the executive council, do you find some 
missing? [899] 

A. Yes, I do; some are missing. 

Q. You think the minutes of the peguie to 
which you refer are missing ? 

A. I attended all of these meetings, but I can’t 
specifically state whether it was one of these which 
T attended at the time I was supposed to be working. 
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Q. Oan you say that it was not the one of Sep- 
tember—it is written September 2nd, and then it 
is written over, September 22nd. Do you know 
whether one was held on either one of those dates? 

A. I don’t know. I believe it was probably one 
on September 22nd, or the one following, on Octo- 
ber 3rd. 

Q. Do you remember what day of the week it 
was? A. No, I don’t. 

Q. It was not on a Sunday, I take it? 

A. No, it wasn’t on a Sunday. 

Q. Was it on a Monday? A. I don’t know. 

Q. Very well. The council meetings you have 
testified to were meetings of the council of the Alli- 
ance, and not meetings between the Alliance and the 
management. Is that correct? 

A. That’s right. 

Q. While you were a council member, did you 
have conversations with Mr. C. L. Millman with 
reference to union affiliations? 

A. Yes, on several different occasions. [400] 

Q. When was the first one that you recall? 

A. IL recall shortly after I was elected on the 
council, possibly October or November, maybe Oc- 
tober, I would say, that Mr. Millman approached 
me? 

Q. Where? 

A. It was near the—it was in the plant, near 
the tool erib. 

Q. Were you working near the tool crib? 

A. No, I wasn’t. I was at the tool crib window 
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for some tool, or something I used at my work, and 
he came by and asked me if he could talk with me 
for a few minutes. 

Q. Was there anyone else present? 

A. No, there wasn’t. 

Q. What was the conversation ? 

A. First he talked with me for a while in re- 
gard to an instance that came up concerning Louis 
Meyers misunderstanding that they had _ gotten 
straightened out and Mr. Millman——— 

Q. State as near as you ean what he said. 

A. Well, Mr. Meyers had attended one of our 
council meetings and he had—was representing the 
pohshers there and he had quoted something that— 
I can’t just recall word for word all of it—but the 
substance was that Meyers had also attended one 
of our union meetings and at both times he had 
made several remarks in the council meeting with 
management, in the union meeting, and Mr. Mill- 
man called him into the [401] office and talked to 
him about the meeting, that he had attended with 
the council. Meyers understood this to be the union 
meeting—— 

Q. Wait. Going back to the conversation be- 
tween you and Mr. Millman, just repeat that if you 
can. 

A. Well, the fore part of it I can’t remember, 
where Meyers was involved. I can’t remember word 
for word. 

Q. Can you recall the substance of it? 
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A. Yes, that was the substance of where there 
was a misunderstanding, where Meyers had come 
out of the office and said it was too bad he couldn’t 
say anything in a union meeting without being 
ealled into the office, and Mr. Millman and he got 
straightened out, and Mr. Millman came out and 
asked me if I understood that he didn’t want us to 
think he had called Meyers into the office because 
of something said at our regular membership 
meeting. 

Then he went on to tell me: ‘‘I am glad to see 
you have been elected on the committee.’”’ He said, 
‘‘T am glad to see some of the younger men there.”’ 
He said, ‘‘You are well liked by the men in the shop, 
and I believe you will make a good representative 
for them.”’ 

The conversation turned to C.L.O. 

Mr. Watkins: Wait just a minute. I move that 
portion be stricken: ‘‘The conversation turned to 
C.1.0.’’, as a conclusion. [402] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: That may be 
Stricken. Go on from there. What did he say? 

The Witness: Mr. Millman said he was glad to 
see we had a little union in there, and he said the 
company would be glad to give the PMPWA some- 
thing it would be foreed to give the C.1.0. had it 
gotten in. At the same time, he told me that the 
company had been prepared, if necessary, to go 
through a strike, rather than to accept the C.I.O. 
as a bargaining agent of the men. 
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Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did he refer to any date 
when he said that? A. JI beg your pardon? 

Q. Did he refer to any date when he said that? 

A. Yes, at the time of the election there had been 
a good bit of C.1.0. agitation. 

Q. First in his statement about the strike matter, 
did he refer to a date? 

A. Yes, he said the company would have been 
willing, and he was referring to the time of 

Q. Did he say? 

A. No. I don’t believe he specified a date. 

Mr. Watkins: Just a moment. May I have the 
portion strieken ‘‘He was referring to’’ something, 


as a conclusion? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t think he 
finished what he was referring to. [403] 

Mr. Watkins: I couldn’t quite hear it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: It may be stricken. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you understand what 
he was referring to? 

A. Yes. I understood that he was referring to 
the time of 

Mr. Watkins: Just a moment, Mr. Examiner. I 
object to that as a conclusion. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will permit him 
to testify what he himself understood Mr. Millman 
to mean, but I think it may be well to explore what 
the basis of this was. It may have been common 
knowledge to all there, and it may have been un- 
necessary to refer to an exact date. 

Mr. Moore: I think that is the case. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t know, but 
I can conceive of that being the case. I think coun- 
sel for the Board should explore it. If he doesn’t, 
certainly he should. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What did you understand he 
was referring to? 

A. I wnderstood he was referring to the time 
of our election of the Alliance. That was the elec- 
tion in September. 

Mr. Watkins: Just a moment, please, if I may. 
I would like to move the answer be stricken as a 
conclusion of the witness, and request that this wit- 
ness state the facts with regard to the statements 
made by Mr. Millman, on which he [404] based any 
conclusion. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, it isn’t ne- 
cessary that this witness base a conclusion on just 
what Mr. Millman may have said. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, the vice of it is, 
the statement is made by this witness that Mr. Mill- 
man made certain statements. Now, he has made 
some statements from which, so far as I could see, 
it would be impossible to draw the conclusion he is 
now doing. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: JI have, frankly, 
lost the thread of what it is all about myself. 

Mr. Watkins: We can’t combat these things un- 
der the circumstances. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I do not see any- 
thing for you to meet, so far. All you have to meet 
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is that this witness has testified what Mr. Millman 
said, and not his conclusions of it. 

Mr. Watkins: All right. 

Q. (By My. Moore) What is the basis for your 
understanding of Mr. Millman’s remarks? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, now, per- 
haps the witness may have lost this. What remarks 
are you referring to? The strike, or what? When 
you asked lim that question referring to something 
about an election of the Alliance, I don’t know what 
it has to do with the strike. [405] 

Mr. Moore: I think it will appear as we go 
along. I think the witness was fixing the time by 
the election, rather than by the event. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Go ahead and ex- 
plore the matter. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You have testified Mr. Mill- 
man said to you, in substance, the company had been 
willing to go through a strike rather than what? 

Mr. Watkins: I object to the question as not a 
quotation of the witness’ testimony, as to the com- 
pany rather going through a strike than accept the 
C.1.0., as a bargaining agency for the men. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Isn’t that in sub- 
stance what you are referring to, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did he indicate any time 
that he had reference to? 

A. TI don't believe he specified any time. 

Q. Did you know what he was referring to? 

ine eS. 
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Q. How did you know? 

A. Well, it was understood that there had been 
a great deal of C.1.O. agitation in the plant at the 
time of the election. 

My. Watkins: Just a moment. Are you 
through? [406] 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Watkins: I would like to ask that the an- 
swer be stricken, ‘‘it was understood there was a 
great deal of agitation in the plant at the time of 
election.’’ If we are not bound by this testimony, 
I don’t care. But if we are expected to meet, it has 
to be more specific than that, or it is impossible for 
us to do so. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I will deny 
your motion to strike. I think this requires a little 
more clearing up though. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) How did you know what 
he was referring to? A. How did I know? 

Mr. Moore: May I have the last question and 
answer read ? y 

(The record was read.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) ‘To which election are you 
referring ? A. To the election in September. 

Q. Of 1941? A. 1941, 

Q. What occurred at the plant in September of 
1941, or near that date, which caused this condition 
you referred to? 

A. Well, there were several of the men that were 
in favor of C.1.0., and there was a feeling of gen- 
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eral unrest in the plant. The men were dissatis- 
fied with the union, the whole committee, and they 
were really, a good many of them that I talked to, 
and others talked to, were ready to join some [407] 
outside union. Then, after the election, why, the 
men were apparently more satisfied because the 
committee got together and they really tried to do 
something for the welfare of the men. And the 
condition seemed to elear up a good bit after the 
election and a new committee had gotten in there 
and started to work. 

Mr. Watkins: May I ask a question on voir dire? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Go ahead. 


Voir Dire Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Smith, is this date 
whieh you referred to in which the company would 
have been willing to have stood a strike rather than 
bargain with the C. I. O. some time in the fall 
of 1941. A. Yes, that’s right. 
Mr. Watkins: Thank you. 


Direet Examination 
(Continued ) 

By Mr. Moore: 

Q. After that, did you have further conversation 
with Mr. Millman with reference to the C. I. O.? 

A. I talked with Mr. Millman on various occa- 
sions about unions, C. I. O., yes. 

Q. When was the next oceasion that you recall? 

A. Well, there were—it was shortly following 
that. 
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Mr. Watkins: Speak up just a little bit, please. 

The Witness: I say, it was probably shortly 
after that meeting, maybe a month, maybe in No- 
vember or December some time. [408] 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What is your best recollec- 
tion as to the date? 

A. I would say November. 

Q. Where did the conversation take place? 

A. At my machine. 

Mr. Watkins: May I have the answer read, 
please? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Would you speak 
up, please? 

The Witness: Yes, I will. 

(The answer was read.) 


(By Mr. Moore) In the shop? 

Yes. 

Who was present at the time? 

Mr. Millman and myself. 

What was the conversation on that occasion ? 
Well, on that occasion, I don’t recall how 
the conversation came up, but I do recall one part 
of it specifically, and I told Mr. Millman that I 
was in favor of strong national unions, that I didn’t 
believe in independent wnions such as we had, be- 
cause I didn’t feel that it was the type of organiza- 
tion that was good for the men, and I told him 
that a union movement, to me, was more than a 
local thing. It was something that should bind 
workers together, nationally. 
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Mr.Millman agreed with me that on lots of in- 
stanees, he said, in many eases, and specified one 
plant he worked in in Long Beach where he thought 
the C. I. O. was a good thing, [409] because he said 
they were in very bad need of a union there. But, 
he said in Thompson Products it wasn’t so, be- 
eause they had their independent union, and was 
getting along very well with it, and told me that 
the company out here was so small that their East- 
er company conld—well, Thompson Products 
could move this company back Hast and absorb it 
in their larger plant without any trouble at all, and 
he said rather than to accept the C. I. O., ‘‘we were 
prepared to do such a thing.”’ 

@. Was that all the conversation that you recall? 

A, That’s all I recall. 

@. Did the Alliance, while you were a member 
of it, and while you were a member of the exccutive 
council, post bulletins for the information of their 
members ? A. Did the Alliance 

Q. Did the Alliance post bulletins for their 
members ? 

A. Yes. They have a bulletin board on which 
they posted minutes of meetings between manage- 
ment and the Alliance. 

Q. Did they post any bulletins of any other 
character ? 


A. Notices of union meetings, and more recently, 
they posted notices of—I won’t say they posted 
notices of union meetings; I don’t know. I would 
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say that’s about all: Alliance, and management 
meetings, and notices of the coming meetings. 

Q. Where were those bulletins posted? 

A. On a bulletin board furnished by the com- 
pany. 

Q. Where is the bulletin board? [410] 

A. It is in the new building just on the wall, a 
few feet away from the personnel office; I would 
say 30 or 30 feet, possibly. 

Q. When was that new bulletin board erected? 

A. Shortly after the new building was occupied, 
and I don’t just recall when that was, sometime 
during 

@. Was it while you were a member of the 
executive council of the Alliance? A. Yes. 

@. As a member of that council can you say 
whether or not the Alliance paid for the erection 
of that bulletin board ? A. I don’t know. 

Mr. Watkins: I never heard of any union pay- 
ing for any board. 

Mr. Moore: I haven’t either. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Before the new plant was 
opened, where were Alliance bulletins posted? 

A. They were posted on a board near the tool 
room. It was a piece of plywood that was there, 
the Alliance posted their bulletins on it. 

Q. And while you were employed at the Re- 
spondent’s plant, did you have occasion to join 
thee, Or? AS Yes, I didi 

@. When? 
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A. In February, I believe. [411] 

Q. Of 1942? A. 1942, 

Q. Do you know whether or not a membership 
campaign was being earried on at that time? 

A. It wasn’t at the time I joined, no. 

Q. Was such a campaign carried on thereafter ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you notice any activity in the shop that 
was related to this campaign ? 

A. To the C. I. O. campaign? 

Q. Yes. 

A. No, I didn’t. Of course, at lunch times there 
were talks of union, but other than that very little. 
Q. Did you hear the testimony of Mr. Crank? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you observe the obscene object about 
which he testified ? AD Ves, i did: 
Where did you observe it? 
At my machine. 
Who had it at the time you observed it? 
A fellow named Art Smith showed it to me. 
Art Smith? A. Art Smith, yes. 
When was that? [412] 
I believe I was working the swing shift, and 
it was this spring, about May or June. I don’t re- 
call exactly, the latter part of May or June. 

Q. What did Mr. Smith do with this object, 
within your observation ? 

A. Well, he brought it up to me and told me he 
wanted me to meet a C. I. O. man and then he 
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showed it to me, and that was all. I don’t know 
where he took it. 

@. Was that done in the open shop there? 

A. Yes, it was. 

Q. It could have been observed from any part 


of the shop? A. Yes, it could. 
Q. Do you know how long My. Smith had that 
in his possession ? eNO, I dont 


Q. After that occurred did you have a conver- 
sation with any official in the plant with reference 
to activity in behalf of the C. I. O.? 

I talked with Mr. Hileman. 
When was that? 

June, I think. 
Pardon me? 

I believe it was around the first part of June. 
Where? In his office. 

Who was present? [413] 

There was Mr. Kerns, and Mr. Millman, Mr. 
Eiseman, who was representative of the War Pro- 
duction Board, and Clyde Speneer. 

-Q. What was the oceasion for that meeting, Mr. 
Smith ? 

A. Well, the C. I. O. as a whole, had notified, 
that is, our local there, at Thompson’s, had notified 
the War Production Board as to all the idle ma- 
chines at Thompson’s plant on the swing shift and 
graveyard shift, and Mr. Eiseman came there as a 
representative of the War Production Board to 
investigate the situation. 

Q. Were you called in to this meeting? 
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A. Yes. We were ealled in to the meeting in 
Mr. Hileman’s office, Mr. Spencer and I. 

@. You said that was in June, you believe? 

A. I believe it was in June, yes. 

Q. Will you sav what occurred at that meeting? 

A. My. Hileman asked us to tell the 

Q. By ‘‘us’? whom do you mean ? 

A. Clyde Speneer and I. We were the workers 
that were called in. I believe he directed the ques- 
tioning to me. He asked me to tell Mr. Eiseman 
the situation that had led up to us telling the War 
Production Board. 

So, we told him that there had been so much 
idle machinery, and it was the policy of the C. I. O. 
to speed up production as much as possible, and we 
thought that machinery [414] should be working; 
so we had notified the War Production Board. 

Immediately, Mr. Hileman asked me if it ever 
occurred to me to investigate the matter, and I told 
him I had tried to find out why so much machinery 
was idle, on several occasions I had talked to the 
foreman, I told him, and one foreman in particular 
had told me he couldn’t wnderstand why they 
weren’t working either, because they had more steel 
in the plant than they had ever had, and Mr. Hile- 
man wanted me to tell him the foreman’s name, and 
I told him I didn’t think I should, because I hated 
to get the man in trouble for something that he 
was innocent of. 

So, immediately, Mr. Hileman told me I had done 
that on several occasions, and he didn’t like my 
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attitude at all for saying something, and not to tell 
him, who told it. I told him that I wasn’t a stooge, 
so that was the—then, he went into quite a lengthy 
explanation of why the machinery wasn’t working, 
as to the shortage of steel and skilled men, and such 
as that, explaining it to us. 

And later in the conversation the C. lL. O. was 
mentioned some way, and My. Spencer said that it 
was our privilege to join any union we wanted to 
here, as long as we didn’t—as long as we didn’t 
conduct any union activities on company time, and 
Mr. Hileman told him he better not, and he turned 
around to me and said, ‘‘That goes for you too. I 
will throw you out of the plant bodily.’’ [415] 

Mr. Watkins: Do what? 

The Witness: Conduct any union activity on 
company time. He said, ‘‘And that goes for you 
too. I will throw you out of the plant bodily.” 

And he told me if I thought he couldn’t do it, 
just to tell him so, and there the meeting ended. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did My. Hileman know 
you were representing the C. LI. O. at that meeting. 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Both you and Mr. Spencer? 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. How did he know? Did you tell him? 

A. I believe I did. I won’t say positively I told 
him, but I was called in there for that reason, be- 
cause I had been representing the C. I. O. I was 
president of the local. 
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Mr. Moore: Will you mark this as Board’s Ex- 
hibit 12 for identification. 
(Thereupon the document was marked 
Board’s Exhibit 12 for identification.) 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) I show you a document 
marked Board’s Exhibit 12 for identification and 
ask you if you can tell me what it is. 

A. Yes. That was a statement issued by the 
company, I believe it was put in the rack with the 
time cards shortly after the meeting that we had 
been called into, Mr. Spencer [416] and I, in Mr. 
Hileman’s office. 

Q. Did you receive such a notice? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was the notice you received in your time 


ecard rack? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you notice others in the time card racks 
at that time? A. Yes. 


Mr. Moore: I offer Board’s Exhibit 12 for iden- 
tification in evidence. 

I have one other question to ask im connection 
with that, and I will ask it while you are examining 
that. 

Mr. Watkins: Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Was it generally known 
by employees in the plant you had complained to 
the War Production Board? 

A. I believe so, yes, because 

@. What is the basis for your belief ? 
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A. Well, it had been discussed quite freely at 
lunch time and we all ate in the lunchroom. 

Q. Was it known to the employees generally 
that the C. I. O. had made the complaint ? 

A. I believe it had, and it had been known to 
management, because Mr. Millman had asked me 
prior to this time—— 

Q. I am not speaking of management: I am 
speaking now of the production employees generally. 

A. Yes, I believe it was generally known, be- 
eause I had talked with several of them about the 
C. I. O. notifying the [417] War Production Board. 

Mr. Watkins: You have offered this, have you? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Mr. Watkins: We have no objection. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: The document is 
received. 

(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit No. 12, 
was received in evidence.) 


BOARD’S EXHIBIT No. 12 


June 29, 1942 
To All Employees: 

A short time ago several of our factory employees 
indirectly notified the War Production Board that 
there was a great deal of machinery lying idle in 
our plant. The reasons for this could easily have 
been found out by asking either the Foremen or the 
General Superintendent. 
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The management recognizes that during the 
present emergency all machinery should be oper- 
ated as near 24 hours per day as possible. This 
has been and is being done wherever and whenever 
possible, but other factors enter into the situation. 
The complexity of our product, the great. number 
of different sizes and types of articles, most of 
which have varying forge time, heat treat time, 
grind time, ete., make it a practical impossibility to 
completely balance our production. Also, consider 
the great number of different size, though similar, 
parts bemg processed at one time. 

Coupled with this have been serious shortages of 
material. Almost all of our steels are specially 
made in small quantities, subject to the strictest 
metallurgical inspection. Few steel companies are 
eapable of producing our needs and these companies, 
like others, have a great number of ordezs on their 
books. Our needs, even though they have high 
priority ratings, must await their turn. 

Several other things which should be considered 
een unese : 

(1) The necessity of gearing our production 
to the requirements of our customers :— In some 
categories we are now able to outbuild their 
requirements, based on estimates given us a 
year ago of what they thought they would 
need. 

(2) A Forging Department ‘bottleneck’ :— 
This will be remedied shortly with the acquisi- 
tion of a new press and tube cut off machine. 
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The enormous increase in demand for certain 
products which were developed about two years 
ago and which could not be foreseen, is re- 
sponsible for this condition in this department. 
(8) Shortage of skilled machine operators: 
—Shortage of skilled machine operators is well 
known and we do not hire a man who is already 
at work in a war industry. Our personnel 
must, therefore, be trained and upgraded in 
our own plant, all of which takes time and 
careful selection of applicants whom we think 
will develop some mechanical ability. 


- On Wednesday of last week we were visited by 
Mr. Wm. E. Angold and Mr. William H. Sido of 
the War Production Army Liaison Office. They 
both thoroughly inspected our plant and its prod- 
ucts and were highly complimentary as to the way 
it is operating. Among other things, they said, 
‘‘that our wage rate was one of the highest in this 
area, our working conditions are excellent, and that 
if all plants were operating as well, they wouldn’t 
have much to worry about.”’ 

On Friday we were visited by Mr. Lee L. Eise- 
man of the War Production Board. He was shown 
through the plant and later the two men who had 
complained to the War Production Board were 
given an opportunity of discussing it with him. 
Some of our difficulties were outlined at this meet- 
ing and Mr. EKiseman’s comment to the men making 
the complaint was that ‘‘they didn’t seem to know 
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much about the way a plant of our type, produc- 
ing the articles we do, is run.”’ 

The foregoing is simply given to you for your 
information and in the interests of Company unity 
at a time when maximum output of good parts 
should be the individual goal of every one of us. 

THOMPSON PRODUCTS, Ine. 
WEST COAST PLANT 


———— 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) In relating a conversation 
that you had with Mr. Millman you testified that 
there was some activity in the plant around the 
time of the election in September of 1941. 

A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore: I will ask this document be marked 
Board’s Exhibit 13 for identification. 

(Thereupon, the document referred to was 
marked Board’s Exhibit No. 18 for idenifica 
tion.) 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) I show you a document 
marked Board’s Exhibit 18 for identification and 
ask you if you know what it is? 

A. That isa bulletin issued by the Company that 
was put in our racks with our time cards. From 
time to time they issued bulletins of that sort to 
the employees. 

My. Watkins: May I have that answer read? 
We ean’t hear it; it’s too confidential. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: Will you speak 
up, so it [418] will not be confidential ? 
(The answer was read.) 


Mr. Watkins: Thank you. Just a minute. I 
would like to move the last portion of it: ‘from 
time to time they issued bulletins of that sort to 
the employees,’’ be stricken as a conclusion of the 
witness. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, it may be 
stricken. 

Mr. Moore: Very well. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you receive a bulletin 
like this? Or did you receive this bulletin? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How did you receive it? 

A. I received it in the rack with my time card. 

@. Did you receive it on or about the date 
which it bears? Ves, sir. 

Q. Did you notice other similar documents in 
the time rack at the time you received it? 

A. Yes, sir. 

@. Did you later give the document to me? 

A. I did. 

Mr. Moore: May it be stipulated it has been 
in my possession since he delivered it to me? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: How can he stipu- 
late to that, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Watkins: What difference does it make? 

[419] 

Mr. Moore: It’s just a matter of stating 
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Mr. Watkins: J don’t care where it has been, 
If you want to have it for the record of course 
I will stipulate to it. I don’t care. 

Mi. Moore: Thank you. 

Mr. Watkins: We have no objection. 

Mr. Moore: No further questions. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: If there is no ob- 
jection this document will be received. 

(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Board’s Exhibit No. 18, 
was received in evidenee.) 


BOARD’S EXHIBIT No. 18 
LET’S HAVE THE TRUTH! 


Dedicated to Truth, Understanding and Real 
Americanism 
(There is no place for hate, lies and 
misunderstanding in American Industry.) 


Vol. 1 No. 1 
November 10, 1941 
Friday the C.I.0. tried to show that by diverting 
1941 tax money a 25c increase could be given em- 
ployees. This Is False. 
HERE IS THE TRUTH 


A 25¢ increase for the first six months of 1941 would have 
cost more than 
1. All of the Profit Tax the Company paid. 
2. All of the Profit 
3. And $794,500 besides! 
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UNCLE 


SAM WOULD HAVE RECEIVED NO PROFIT 


TAX, AND THE COMPANY WOULD HAVE BEEN 
IN THE RED! 


HERE ARE THE FIGURES 
(1st 6 Mos. of 1941) 


25¢ extra on actual Cleveland hours worked..$2,437,500 


Additional extra compensation cost.............-...- $ 97,500 
Additional payroll! taxeswee=-........ $ 101,400 
Additional Workmen’s Compensation pre- 

WYUDULINAS: esos $ 10,000 
Total Cleveland cost of 25¢ inerease.............. $2,646,400 


Cost of same increase to 2000 employees 
in other Thompson Products plants who 


help: make the: prottess $ 882,100 
Total Company cost of 25¢ increase................ $3,528,500 
Profits: Tax Was: ..4...224 $1,811,000 


Profits) werene $ 923,000 


Total of Profits & Profits 
Tax) oe $2,734,000 $2,734.000 


If wage rates had been increased 25¢, the 
Company would have lost in the lst 6 
TOT Sars ee a ae $ 794,500 


Thompson Products is being fair to employees 
and Uncle Sam by paying good wages, and at the 
same time is carrying its load of defense costs. 

In the financial report mailed to the homes of 
all employees last spring we said, ‘‘The Company 
feels it is a good bargain to pay Ingh taxes in this 
emergency to help build the defenses of the country 
to such strength that any threats against it may 
be defeated. It believes that heavy taxation for 


defense now is an investment in the traditional 
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American way of life, and will make possible a 
return to lower taxes in the future.”’ 
This is an American statement! 
‘‘A Different Kind of Company !”’ 


Voir Dire Examination: . 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Smith, referring to 
Board’s Exhibit 13, the document that has just been 
introduced, as there any bulletin put out by the 
C. I. O. which preceded Board’s Exhibit 13? 

A. I wouldn’t say for sure; there had been 
papers, the Thompson Organizer was distributed at 
the gate, but whether or not there was one just 
prior to that I don’t know. 

Q. Do you have a copy of it? 

ie No, I don’t. 

Q. Will you get a copy from Mr. Johnson here, 
the bulletin [420] to which Board’s Exhibit 13 
was in answer? That is Mr. Johnson, the repre- 
sentative of the union. [421] | 


Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Mr. Smith, prior to and 
during your term of office with the P. & P. W. A., 
did you have any relative that was a paid organizer 
for the CIO? 

A. I believe not during my term of office in 
pie P. & P. Ww. A. 

Q. Well, have you now a relative that is a paid 
organizer of the CIO? 
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A. I have a brother in the east that is an 
officer in the CIO, yes, sir. 

Q. At the time you had a conversation with 
Mr. Millman, you stated, I believe, a preference 
for a national union or large union. Were you 
referring to the CIO at that time? 

A. Not especially. 

Q. Well, is that the first time—I mean was 
it that day when you finally decided on that? 

A. I beg your pardon? [428] 

Q. Well, I will ask you it differently. Had you 
any inclination or any preference for the large 
unions prior to that time? 

A. Yes, sir. I have always believed in strong 
international unions. 

Q. You would say that you did so prior to your 
election as an officer of the P. G P. W. A.? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You stated that the plant shut down to per- 
mit men to attend a P. & P. W. A. meeting, is 
that right ? 

A. To the best of my knowledge, sir. There was 
no work while the meeting was in progress. 

Q. Did you know if all those men went to the 
P. & P. W. A. meeting; I mean to the best of 
your knowledge? 

A. No, sir, T do not know that all of the men 
went. — 

Q. Could they have gone to any other organi- 
zation’s meeting on that day? 

A. Yes, they could. 
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Q. Do you recolleet whether or not there was 
any meeting of any other organization other than 
the P. & P. W. A. held on the same day on which 
the P. G P. W. A. meeting was held? 


me I do. 
Q. <And the men could have gone to that mect- 
ing? A. Some of them, yes. 


Q. Well, is there any specific meeting that you 
ean recall? [429] 

A. I believe one meeting late—well, I won’t say 
‘late’. It was during the early summer, I believe 
along about July. 

Q. Would July 5 be about the date? 

A. Well, I wouldn’t recall the exact date but 
I believe it was about that time. 

There was also a CIO meeting held at the same 
time that the P. & P. W. A. meeting was held. 

Q. Could I ask the witness to look at this 
paper ? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Certainly. 

(Document handed to the witness.) 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) You say that a meet- 
ing was held on Sunday, July 5, 1942? 

Mr. Moore: Objected to as being indefinite. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Would you say there 
was a CIO meeting held on Sunday, July 5, 1942? 

A. Yes, J believe there was. 

Mr. Moore: I will object to that and ask the 
answer be stricken. There is no evidence yet that 
in 1942 the plant closed down at any time for the 
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purpose of these men to attend meetings of any 
kind. 

Mr. Baldwin: Well, the witness has already 
stated that the plant shut down a number of times 
and I merelv tied it down to this one specific date. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t believe his testimony was 
that the plant closed down on that specific day 
and that is the basis [480] of my objection, that 
the question is indefinite and the answer is mean- 
ingless. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I will per- 
mit him to answer the question. Go ahead. 

Mr. Baldwin: That will be all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Watkins? 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Smith, you men- 
tioned a brother of yours who was an organizer 
back east. Where back east? 

A. J think he is in Davenport at the present 
time. 

Davenport what? 

Davenport, Iowa. 

Has he been there long? 

He has been there, I believe, for two years. 
[431] 


POPS 


Where did that take place? 
At my machine. 
Did Mr. Millman come up and start talking 
to you? 

A. Yes, sir, he did. Quite frequently we talked 
on numerous occasions. [434] 


OPeo 
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Q. On various occasions? 

A. Yes, various occasions. 

Q. What did he say on this particular occa- 
sion? Do you recall the first thing? 

A. I don’t recall the first part of the conver- 
sation—what opened the conversation, no. 

Q. What did he say to you—what was the first 
thing that he said to you that you remember? 

A. I can’t remember the first thing that he did 
tell me. 

Q@. Do you remember what the first thing was 
that you said to him? 

A. I remember telling Mr. Millman that I be- 
heved in strong unions and that I didn’t believe 
in an independent union such as we had because 
of the fact that it wasn’t strong enough; that I 
didn’t think it had done as much for the men as 
a larger union, and I thought unionism was some- 
thing more than a local thing and workers should 
be united internationally. 

He told me that in some cases he did think that 
the CIO and the A. F. of L. were good things. 

Q. Did you ask him what his viewpoint was? 

A. No. We discussed it quite freely between 
ourselves. 

Q. It was just a part of the conversation that 
you were both talking about? A Vesecn 

Q. He might have started it or you might have 
started it, [435] no matter how it came up? 

A. That is true. And he related to me one 
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incident in Long Beach where he had worked. He 
said: 

‘The plant surely needed a union down there 
because the condition of the workers was ter- 
rible, but’? he said, ‘‘it wasn’t the case at 
Thompson Products, because the Thompson 
Produets treated their workers fairly.”’ 


And that he thought the little independent union 
had done very well there and took care of the mat- 
ters. [436] 

Q. You didn’t complain to him at any time 
about the working conditions down there? 

A. No, sir. I had always maintained that the 
company treated me pretty fairly. 

@. What is your—pardon me. 

A. And that was a nice place to work. 

@. You so expressed yourself and said: ‘‘It is 
the best place I ever worked,’’ did you not? 

A. Well, I don’t know that I said it was the 
best place I [487] ever worked, but J told him 
they always treated me nicely and it was a good 


place to work as far as I was concerned. 

Q. Don’t you remember telling Mr. Millman 
it was a—that it was the best place you ever 
worked ? 

A. I may have told him that in our conversa- 
tion. I do recall telling him it was a good place 
to work. 

Q. You joined the C. I. O. in February of 
1942, is that correct? 
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A. I believe it was February; the last few days 
of February or the very first few days in Mareh— 
right at that time. 

Q. And that was after your talk that you have 
related with Ma. Millman? A. Yes. 

Q. And were there a good many others who 
joined around that time? 

Mhere were several, yes. 

And subsequent to that? 

After that? 

Mes. A. Yes. 

And prior to that? 

I believe I was the first one that really car- 
ried a membership card. Well, there were other 
C. I. O. men in the plant but I was the first one 
that came out in the open and wore my button. 

Q. I see. [488] 

A. I told Mr. Millman and the rest of them 
that I joined because I didn’t believe in going 


POOPOD 


around and hiding behind somebody’s back and 
doing something. 

Q. And you wore your button starting about 
when? 

A. At the time I joined the union or a few days 
after. I believe, maybe, I had belonged just a few 
days—maybe three or four days I belonged to the 
C. I. O. and then I started wearing my button. 

Q. And you continued to wear the button until 
you left the employ of the company; is that cor- 
rect ? A. Yes. 
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Q. And you left of your own volition? 

A. That is right. 

@. My. Smith, you related that you had a con- 
versation in Mr. Hileman’s office concerning the 
War Production Board ineident? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q@. And you stated there that you said to Mr. 
Hileman that you were not a stooge. What did 
you mean by that? 

A. Well, I meant that I didn’t hke to go to 
the management and tell things on certain men 
that hurt—that might hurt them in the shop, which 
I had heard some men did and those men in the 
shop had been labeled ‘‘stooges’’. 

Q. Which was the first time that you personally 
noticed any shortage of use of equipment at Thomp- 
son Products? [489] 

A. Well, it was after the new building was 
opened up and the machinery was set up there. 
About when was that? 

Possibly it was May. 

May of 1942? A. I believe so. 

Not before that? 

April—pardon me. 

April of 1942? 

About April, I believe. 

After you joined the C. I. 0.2 

Yes, sir. 

All right. Then after you first noticed that, 
wie did vou do about it? 


OPOPOoPOOPS 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. a99 


(Testimony of Elner Osear Smith.) 

A. Well, there had been a lot of discussion 
among the boys at the lunch table and various 
places about the machinery setting idle and they 
wondered why it wasn’t working, and on one oc- 
casion or two occasions I had talks with foremen 
concerning it and asked them why it hadn’t been 
running. 

Q. All right. Now, let us get to ‘‘a lot of talk 
about the boys at the lunch table.”’ 

Tell me when and who was present at a specific 
conversation of that character? 

A. Well, it is hard to tell. I ate with Mr. Hess 
and Mr. Overlander and a fellow named Drevelo. 

[440] 

Q. Mr. Hess was the C. I. O. boy that you 
mentioned awhile ago and Mr. Overlander also? 

A. I don’t believe that they were active at 
that time. 

Q. Anvbody else you remember ? 

A. I believe Clyde Spencer—I talked with him 
about it. 

Q. Anybody else? 

A. Onan occasion I talked to Mr. Baldwin about 
it but I don’t believe that was at the lunch table. 
It may have been. 

Q. Do yon remember specifically when you 
talked to Mr. Baldwin about it? 

A. No, I don’t. 

Q. Do you remember what you said to Mr. 
Baldwin about it? 

A. No. I vagnely seem to remember I asked 
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him why the machinery wasn’t running and he 
told me that they had had a meeting recently with 
the committee—that is the council. It was either 
the council or the War Production Board, that 
they had had a meeting with Mr. Bill Kearns and 
the management in the office, and there was a bulle- 
tin placed on the bulletin board explaining the rea- 
sons why the machinery wasn’t running, and that 
was, I believe, the substance of that bulletin. It 
was to the effect that there was a shortage of steel 
and a shortage of skilled men, and that the com- 
pany had or, the companies whom Thompson Prod- 
ucts was supplying had over ordered in the previous 
year and subsequently some of Thompson Products 
machinery was idle because they had [441] or- 
dered more machinery than they had orders at 
that time. 

Q. This conversation you are talking about was 
after the meeting with the War Production Board 
officials, isn’t that right? 

A. No, I believe not. 

Q. <Aren’t you mentioning the things that are 
stated in Board’s Exhibit 12, which I now show 
you? 

(Handing paper to the witness.) 

A. No. 

@. Was there a bulletin posted in addition to 
that and prior to it, concerning this same matter? 

A. I beheve so. 


@. Do you know when that was posted ? 
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A. I believe it was posted as the minutes of a— 
you see at the shop they had a War Production 
Committee. That Committee met with the manage- 
ment. I believe that this notice was posted on the 
bulletin board as the minutes of the meeting be- 
tween the War Production Committee and man- 
agement. 

Q. Oh, I see, about some shortage of metals 
and some over ordering by certain companies? 

A. Yes, I believe that is it. 

Q. You were talking to Mr. Baldwin then about 
that explanation of it? 

A. Yes, as I remember that is right. 

Q. I believe you stated you talked to some fore- 
men about [442] this. To whom did you talk? 

A. I would rather not tell. 

Q. What do you mean you would rather not 
tell? A. (No xesponse.) 

Q. Is there any secret about the foremen to 
whom you talked? 

A. No, sir, but like I told Mr. Hileman, I didn’t 
think I should tell who I talked to. 

Mr. Watkins: Well, Mr. Examiner, that puts 
us in a very unusual and very difficult position if 
the witness refuses to tell what foremen he dis- 
cussed this thing with. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: He doesn’t refuse. 
He said he would rather not. What is the purpose 
of your going into that anyway? 

Mr. Watkins: I will drop it for a moment and 
then I will come back to it. 
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Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Did you discuss this 
situation, that is the failure to use to full capacity 
the equipment down at Thompson Products, with 
more than one foreman? 

A. Yes, I believe so. 

Q. How many? 

A. Two I remember distinctly. 

Q. All right. Now, you don’t recall more than 
one discussion or were there several discussions? 

Mr. Moore: I will object to that. It is shown 
that there were general discussions about the plant 
on that subject. [443] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I know, but he 
said they were general. Certainly counsel for the 
respondent has a right to determine whether they 
were general or whether they were specific. 

The Witness: What is your question? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Read the question. 

(Question read.) 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins): That you discussed with 
the foremen ? 

A. I recall one specific occasion that I talked 
with each of theese foremen—that is the foreman 
separately, one each time. 

Q. With each? Nox. 

@. One time each you say? 

A. Yes, one time with each of the foremen. 

Q. I see. When did you decide to notify the 
War Production Board about it? 

A. It was at our—at a regular monthly meet- 
ing of the C. I. O. We discussed it as a body. 
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Q. Yes? 

A. And it was decided at that time to notify 
the War Production Board. 

Q. That was you and Mr. Hess and Mr. Over- 
lander, is that correct? You were the three from the 
company ? 

A. I believe Mr. Hess was not present. [444] 

Q. But Mr. Overlander was? 

A. I would not say for sure. I don’t know 
whether Overlander was at the plant at that time. 
I believe that Overlander had left the employment 
of the plant. 

@. Yes. Was there any discussion among you as 
to why not take it up with Mr. Hileman, the head 
of the company, and talk to him about it? 

ian No. 


Q. Didn’t discuss that at all? A. No. 

Q. Did you or anybody else say: ‘‘Well, let 
us talk to Mr. Millman about it?”’ A. No. 

Q. Or Mr. Kearns? A. No. 


Q. In other words, you concluded you would 
shoot it right to the War Production Board? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You didn’t have anything against the com- 
pany at that time, did you, personally? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Was Mr. Johnson, the C.I.O. representative 
who has been in this hearing, present at this meet- 
ing you speak of when you decided to do this? 

A. Yes, he was. [445] 
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Q. Who wrote the letter to the Production 
Board? A. Mr. Johnson. 

Q. Did you sign it? A. No; sir: 

Q. You gave him the information? 

A. I beg your pardon. 

@. Did you give him the information? 

A. I believe the information—I didn’t give him 
the information personally, but it was discussed at 
the shop, the number of machines—I mean it was 
discussed at the meeting, the number of machines 
that were idle and he got his information from 
this meeting that we had and he notified the War 
Production Board. 

Q. Was Mr. Porter at this meeting? 

A. TI believe he was. 

Q. Did you have any discussion about that mat- 
ter with Mr. Kangus, Victor Kangus? 

A. No, sir. 

Mr. Watkins: That is all. Wait a moment. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins): Mr. Smith, at this 
meeting with the officials of the War Production 
Board, I believe you said Mr. Hileman was pres- 
ent and pretty angry, is that right? 

A. That is true. 

Q. And expressed himself pretty heatedly about 
the entire matter? [446] 

An Vesa: 

Q. You didn’t blame him, did you, personally ? 

Are NY ell [447] 
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Recross Hxamination 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin): Mr. Smith, you said 
you talked to Mr. Baldwin about the idle machinery, 
is that right? IX SUES SE 

Q. Did Mr. Baldwin say anything to you in ref- 
erence to the idle machinery ? 

A. Yes. I believe that you at that time toid 
me that you had discussed it with Bill Kearns 
and the management, and I believe you referred to 
the minutes of a War Production meeting. I be- 
lieve that that was the bulletin you referred tu. 

[448] 

Q. Well, one thing, did Mr. Baldwin tell you 
that he made a check of all the idle machinery in 
the plant and had carried this or taken this to 
the meeting of the War Production Board in order 
to find out what it was all about? 

A. I don’t recall being told that specific thing, 
but I do recall that it was discussed at the meet- 
ing. 

Q. Well, this was prior to the time—this hap- 
pened prior to the time you took your information 
to the War Production Board about idle machinery ? 

A. I believe so, to the best of my recollection. 

Mr. Baldwin: That is all. 

Mr. Moore: May it be stipulated that there are 
now approximately four hundred employees at the 
West Coast plant of the Thompson Products, In- 
corporated ? 

Mr. Thompson: So stipulated. 

Mr. Moore: I will call Mr. Spencer. 
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a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, having been first duly 
sworn, was examined and [449] testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
By Mr. Moore: 

Q. Will you state your full name, please? 

A. Clyde J. Spencer. 

@. Have you been employed by the Thompson 
Products Company, Incorporated ? A. Yes. 
At their plant in Bell, California? 

Ves cir 

When were you so employed? 

October 18, 1940. 

Are you employed at the plant now? 

Yes, sir. 

In what capacity? 

Running a No. 5 turret lathe. 

Have you ever been employed in a super- 


QPOporopre 


visory capacity? A. Never. 

Q. During the course of your employment there 
did you have an occasion to join the Pacific Motor 
Parts Workers Alliance? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you join that organization? 

A. March 1941. 

Q. Will you state the circumstances of your 
joining? 

A. I don’t quite understand that question. 

Q. Did some one ask you to join? [450] 

A. Yes. 

Q. Who did that? A. Stubblefield. 
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Q. Where did Mr. Stubblefield ask you to join 
—where were you at the time he asked you to join? 


A. Working on my machine. 

Q. In the plant? (ihe CS, (sme, 

Q. Did he ask you once or more than once? 
A. Once is all that I recall. 

Q. Have you paid dues to that organization? 
A. Yes. | 
Q. Where did you pay those dues? 

A. At the plant. 

Q. To whom? A. To Lester Bebb. 

Q. Have you attended meetings of the Alliance? 
A. Yes, sit. 

Q. 


When were those meetings held, the ones that 
you attended? What day of the week, I will ask 
you? A. Always held on a Sunday. 

Q. And during the time that you attended the 
meetings, did the plant operate on Sunday ? 

A. Some times, yes. 

Q. Was any arrangement made to your knowl- 
edge, so that men [451] scheduled work on Sunday 
could attend those meetings? 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. I object to the 
question. There has been no proper foundation 
laid for such a question. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I should say 
the best foundation possibly would be this witness’ 
knowledge. 

Mr. Watkins: As to his own case but he was on 
no committee or anything of that kind. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: He is asking him 
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what his knowledge is. It may develop he has no 
knowledge. I don’t see how he can very well ap- 
proach the point without asking what his knowl- 
edge is. 
You might read the question. 
(Question read.) 


Q. (By Mr. Moore): Just answer whether you 
know or not? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever attend one of those meetings 
on Sunday during a day on which you also worked 
at the plant? A. Yes. 

Q. When did that happen? 

A. Idon’t recall the date. 

@. Did you do it once or more than once? 

A. I done it more than once; on two occasions 
that I reeall specifically. 

Q. Can you say approximately when the mect- 
ings were held? 

A. Well, I couldn’t say exactly but it was prior 
to the [452] declaration of war, I know that. 

Q. Prior to the declaration of war? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall what happened at those meet- 
ings that you attended? 

A. Some things, yes. 

Q. By referring to the minutes that were kept 
of those meetings, do you think you could recall 
the exact occasions on which they occurred ? 

A. IT may be able to—I don’t know. 

Q. At the time of the meetings, who was on 
the executive council of the Alliance? 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 609 


(Testimony of Clyde J. Spencer.) 
A. Mrz. Baldwin was on and 


Q. Were the meetings to which you refer held 
after the election in the late summer or early fall 
of 1941? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you examine these minutes which have 
been furmished by Mr. Baldwin, and see if you can 
state the dates on which you attended such meet- 
ings ? 

(Handing document to the witness.) 


A. This one here is one of them—September 
7, and I think there was one prior to that. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Baldwin, are all of the minutes 
of the Alliance here? 

Mr. Baldwin: Up until March. [453] 

Mr. Moore: March of what year? 

Mr. Baldwin: 1942. 

Mr. Moore: All of the minutes up to March 1942 
are here? 

Mr. Baldwin: That is all there ever were. 

The Witness: I don’t know—I definitely reeall 
this one but I don’t recall the other one. 

ee ay Mr Wioore): On September 7, 1941, 
you attended a meeting? AS iat is Tieht 

Q. Of the Alliance that was held on Sunday? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you also work in the plant on September 
7, 1941? A. Yes. 

Q. Now. during what hours on that day did you 
work in the plant? A. From 6:30 until 4. 

Q. 6:30 a.m.? 
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A. 6:30 to 4 with from 10 to 12 off. 

Q. And did others work during the period from 
10 to 12? 

A. I don’t know really. I was at the meeting 
and I couldn’t say. 
What did you do? 
I went to the P. & P. W. A. meeting. 
Did you check out first? [454] 
No,—yes, I did too. 
Then when you returned, did you check in? 
Yes, sir. 
And checked in again? 
Yes, sir, checked back in; yes. 
How did you know, Mr. Spencer, that it 
would be permissible for you to check out at 10 
o’clock ? 

A. I had received notice may be one day or two 
days before the hours we were to go to work on 
that Sunday from the foreman. 


OPOPorPore 


Q. From the foreman? 

A. From the foreman. 

Q. What foreman? 

A. I remember definite that Mr. Guenzler told 
me. 


Q. Did you have a conversation with Mr. Guenz- 
ler with reference to that? 

A. No. I think he come around and asked us 
to work and then told us the hours that we are 
going to work. 

Q. Where were you at the time he told you 
that? A. At my machine. 


vs. Thompson Products, Ine. 611 


(Testimony of Clyde J. Spencer.) 

Q. At about what time was it? 

a That [ eint recall. 

Q. About what date would you say? Was it 
a day or two before this Sunday ? 

A. It would be either Friday or Saturday, and 
usually they would come around and tell us just 
maybe thirty or forty-five [455] minutes before 
quitting time. It would be in the afternoon to 
the best of my knowledge. 

Q. Will you repeat what Mr. Guenzler told you 
as nearly as you can? 

A. The exact words I wouldn’t recall. He asked 
if I wanted to work Sunday and I know I said I 
would—I would always say yes, and he said: 

‘Well, we will start work at 6:30 and work 
until 4 and we will be closed from 10 to 12.” 


And naturally I always said: ‘‘All right,’’ be- 
cause work was work to me. . 

Q@. Had you worked on other Sundays? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And were you notified on the other Sundays 
what the hours would be? 

A. No. I always took it as a general conclu- 
sion to work from 7 until 3:30, unless they told 
you that the plant would be closed for a meeting. 

Q. Now, in your conversation or when Mr. 
Guenzler told vou this. did he say why those hours 
would be in effect that day? 

A. No. I believe he really—I don’t think he said 
why. 

Q. I beg your pardon? 
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A. I don’t think he said why. no. 

Q. Did the C.1.0. notify the War Production 
Board of the condition existing in the plant there 
at any time? [456] A. Yes. 

Q. When did that happen? 

A. I don’t remember the exact date. 

Mr. Watkins: I ean’t hear, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Speak up. 

The Witness: I don’t recall the exact date of 
that. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Approximately when, as 
nearly as you can recall? 

A. It was along in May, I think. 

Q. Of this year? A. Yes. 

Q. What was the nature of the notice? 

A. That I don’t know. I just know what I 
have heard, is all I know. 

Q. Do you know what the notice concerned? 

A. It concerned idle machinery. 

Q. And as a result of that notification, was a 
conference held in the plant? A. Yes. 

Q. When? 

A. I don’t remember the date of that at all. 

Q. Well, approximately, as nearly as you can 
recall, Mr. Spencer ? 

A. Along in June, I imagine. 

Mr. Watkins: I can’t hear the witness. [457] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Speak right up. 

The Witness: It would be in June. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) And where was the con- 
ference held? 
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A. In Mr. Hileman’s office. 

Q. Who was there at the time? 

A. Elmer Smith and Mr. Hileman, M.. Mill- 
man and Bill Kearns and myself. 

Q. Was Mr. Eiseman there? 

A. That is right, Mr. Eiseman was there, I beg 
your pardon. 

Q. What occurred at that conference? 

A. There was a discussion between Mr. Hile- 
man and Elmer Smith as to—— 

Mr. Watkins: Just a moment. I object to this if 
the Court please. I object to the form of this an- 
swer to the question. I would like to ask that the 
answer be stricken as a discussion and have the 
witness state what was said by each of the par- 
ties. This is recent, now, Mr. Examiner, so there 
will be no excuse for not giving a coherent answer. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: If you don’t mind 
I will hold up the answer to the question anyway. 
What I would like to know is, what is the purpose 
of going into this whole matter? What relevancy 
does it have to the issues in this case? 

Mr. Moore: It is a statement of the company; 
of the manager of the company made at this con- 
ference. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Something that 
isn’t yet in [458] the record, you mean? 

Mr. Moore: I beg your pardon. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Something that 
isn’t yet in the record. 


614 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Clyde J. Spencer.) 

Mr. Moore: It is in the record, yes, and this 
corroborates it. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, if the company 
fired both men and we were facing charges here 
of discrimination because of it, I think it would 
be justified under the cireumstances, but nothing 
of that kind was done. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t know what 
particular statements there are in the record at this 
time that you feel bear on the issues of this ease. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Hileman’s statement that he 
would throw the C.1.0. men out bodily if they at- 
tempted to organize the plant. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t recall that 
was his statement. 

Mr. Watkins: No such statement as that was 
made even by Mr. Smith. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: There was a state- 
ment to the effect he would throw them out. 

Mr. Moore: It may not have been in those words. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: But not if they 
organized . 

Mr. Watkins: Organizing on company time, that 
is what [459] the witness stated. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I think that is 
right, if they organized on company time. 

Mr. Watkins: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: It seems to me 
we are wasting a great deal of time on what to 
me now seems rather insignificant. However, if you 
feel it is important, go ahead. 
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I think the issues here are far clearer than try- 
ing to determine where the merit lies in some dis- 
pute between the employees and the management. 

Mr. Moore: I believe you are right. 

Trial Examiner Whittmore: Quite likely they 
were justified in feeling the way they did about it. 
I don’t know what bearing it has here unless theie 
is something definitely anti-union in some remark, 
but if you feel that it is important, I am not go- 
ing to prevent you from putting it in. | 

Mr. Watkins: Couldn’t we short-cut it, Mr. Ix- 
aminer, by letting counsel ask the witness what was 
said about union activities at the plant and then 
let him make his speech and get on? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Is this witness for 
purposes of corroboration ? 

iM, Moore: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t think Mr. 
Watkins would have any objection if you asked 
the witness if he heard [460] the other witness’ tes- 
timony as to what Mr. Hileman said. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore): What did Mr. Hileman 
say with respect to the C.1.0., if he said anything, 
with respect to the C.I.0.? 

A. The only thing he said, he mentioned the 
fact that if we mentioned C.I.O. on company time, 
we would most likely get fired and he made the 
statement that he would throw us out bodily if 
that oceurred, with half a chance, I think he said, 
and that is the only thing J recall as to the C.1.0. 

Mr. Moore: That is all. 
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Cross Examination 

By Mr. Watkins: 

Q. You are still employed by the Thompson 
Products, aren’t you? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you belong to the C.1.O. at the present 
time ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When did you join? A. In June. 

Q. June 1942? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you resign the Alliance then? 

A. Yes. 

@. And did you wear your button around the 
plant ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And still wear it? A. Yes, sir. [461] 

Mr. Watkins: That is all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Any questions, 
Mr. Baldwin? 

Mr. Baldwin: Just one. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) You said Mr. Stubble- 
field asked you to join the Alliance, is that right? 


A.” Wes, sit 

Q. Do you remember whether you were on the 
day shift at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. You were? A. Yes, I was on days. 


Trial Examiner Whittemore: The witness is 
excused. Thank you, Mr. Spencer. 

Mr. Watkins: May I ask one more question? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Certainly. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) At this meeting in Mr. 
Hileman’s office that you testified about, Mr. Hile- 
man was really burned up wasn’t he? A. Yes. 

Mr. Watkins: That is all. [462] 
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ALEX FREDERICK SUNDQUIST 


a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, having been first duly 
sworn, was exannned and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Are you now employed by 
Thompson Products, Incorporated ? 

A. That is correct? 

Q. In Bell, California? 

fee Lhatais correct. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: You better ask 
him his name. [463] 

(By Mr. Moore) What is your name? 

Alex Frederick Sundquist. 

How long have you been so employed ? 

Oh, approximately a year and a half. 

In what department of the plant are you 
employed ? 

Forge Department. 

Who is your foreman? 

Luther Leatherwood. 

Did you observe the circulation of a lewd 
object in the plant there at any time? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When? A. It was in May. 

Q. Will you deseribed the object? 

A. Well, it was something resembling a large 
finger and it had a C. I. O. button attached to the 
bottom of it. 

Q. At the end of it? 

mee At the end of it, 


B 
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@. In whose possession did you see that? 

A. The Forge Department foreman. 

Q. Who is that? A. Mr. Leatherwood. 

Q. How long did you see him with that in his 
possession ? 

A. Well, two or three minutes, I would say. 

Q. Well, what was he doing with it? [464] 

A. Well, he had it strapped around his mid- 
section, I would say, probably showing it in its 
proper place; where it might have been. 

Mr. Watkins: We will stipulate to that. 

(By Mr. Moore) Did he show it to any one? 
Yes, a fellow working next to me saw it. 
Who was that? A. Joseph Weicken. 
Did Mr. Leatherwood show it to you? 

Well, he showed it to both of us at the same 


Bb OOpO 


Mr. Moore: That is all. 
The Witness: That is, we could see it. 
Mr. Moore: That is all. 


Cross Examination 
By Mr. Watkins: 
Are you a member of the C. I. 0.2 
(No answer.) 
Do you belong to the C. I. 0.2 
Yes, sir. 
How long have you belonged to it? 
Oh, since May. 
May of 1942? A. This year, yes, sir. 
Where did you join? 


OOPOPOPSD 
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A. I just don’t quite know what you mean by 
that. 

Q. Who first talked to you down at the plant 
about joining? [465] A. (No answer.) 

Mix. Watkins: I would like to have the record 
show the pause, Mr. Examiner. 

The Witness: I joined on my own accord as far 
as that goes. I mean I didn’t specifically speak to 
any one about it. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Nobody spoke to you 
at all about joining down at the plant? 

A. No. 

Q. You are positive of that? A. Yes. 

Q. You have never spoken to anybody down at 
the plant about joining the C. I. O. either, did you? 

A. You mean to encourage them? 


Q. Yes. 
A. No, I don’t believe I ever have. 
@. You never have? Aa No; sir. 


@. And you never saw anybody.down there ask 
anybody to join the C. I. O. or talk to them about 
it? A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you wear your button while at work? 

ee Wheat is right. 

Q. Do you still wear the button there? 

A. Yes, I do. 

@. And have been wearing it since you first 
joined ? [466] A. That is right. 

Mr. Watkins: That is all. One more question. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Did you ever belong to 
the Alliance? A. Yes, I have. 


620 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Alex Frederick Sundquist.) 

Q. When? 

A. Well, I joined a couple of months after I 
began work there. 

Q. And when did you resign from the Alliance? 

A. It was in—I don’t remember just the date 
but it was | 

Q. Was it about the time you joined the C.1.0.? 

A. Well, it was a little before that. 

Q. Did you ever belong to the C. L O. or the 
A. F. of L. prior to joining the C. I. O. in May of 
1942? A. No, sir. 

@. And do you mean to tell me, Mr. Sundquist, 
that without talking to anybody about it, you 
walked down to the union hall and joined the C.I.O. 
in May of 1942? A. (No answer.) 

Mr. Watkins: I would like to have the record 
show the extended pause to the answer, Mr. Ex- 
aminer. 

The Witness: Well, I didn’t join right there, I 
guess—I wouldn’t say. 

Mr. Watkins: I think that is all. 

Mr. Baldwin: One question. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. [467] 

Mr. Watkins: May I ask just one more ques- 
tion, please ? 

Mr. Baldwin: Surely. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) When you were re- 
ferring to this lewd object, what shift were you on? 

A. Grave yard shift or third shift. 

Q. What shift was Mr. Leatherwood on? 

A. Day shift. 
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Q. Not on the same shift? “” No, sifi 
Mr. Watkins: ‘That is all. 
Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Did Mr, Drevelo hand 
you a eard to the C. I. 0.2 
Whose name is that again? 
Oscar Drevelo. 
I don’t remember of it. 
Do you remember who handed you the card? 
(No answer. ) 
Trial] Examiner Whittemore: Just a minute. 
There is no evidence he was handed a eard. 
Mr. Baldwin: I ean change that. 
Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Were you handed any 
card ? 


ee Bee 


A. Just what do you mean by ‘‘eard’’? 

Q. Well, I will make it very clear then. Did 
anybody hand you a card in the plant, at the place 
where you were working, at any time, a C. I. 0. 
eard? [468] A. No. 

Mr. Baldwm: That is all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Are you through? 

Mr. Moore: No, I would like to ask another 
question. 

Redirect Examination 
By Mr. Moore: 

Q. What time did the grave yard shift, as you 
eall it, end? A. 7 o’elock in the morning. 

Q. What time does the day shift begin? 

A. Well, they get there about a quarter to. 

Q. ‘The men on the day shift come in at a quar- 
ter of 7? A. That is correct. 
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@. And when did you leave the plant? 

A. Well, we are supposed to punch out before 
quarter after. 

Q. And did the circulation of this object that 
you described, take place between a quarter of and 
a quarter after? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore: That is all. 

Tria] Examiner Whittmore: You are excused. 
Thank you, Mr. Sundquist. 

(Witness excused.) 


Mr. Moore: Call Mr. Jolly. 


ROY JOLLY 


a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, having been first duly 
sworn, was examined and [469] testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
By Mr. Moore: 

Q. Will you please state your name? 

A. Roy Jolly. 

Q. Are you employed by the Thompson Prod- 
ucts Company at the Bell plant? A. Yes, sir. 
How long have you been employed there? 
Since March of last year. 

In what capacity are you employed? 
As a grinder operator. 

Are you a member of the C. I. O. 2 
Yes, sir. 


rPOProPe 
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Q. Have you engaged in any activities in behalf 
of the C. I. O. in the plant there? 

A. Well, in the lunch room I have. 

Q. When did you do that? 

A. It was during the lunch period on the grave 
yard shift. 

Q. About what day? 

A. Qh, it was in the last of June or the 1st of 
July, I think; I am not sure. 

Q. Of this ycar? A Ves site 

Q. What did you do? 

A. I handed out a couple of cards to a couple of 
fellows [470] in the luneh room. 

Q. Do vou recall their names? 

A. I do not. One of the fcllows 1 know his 
given name but I don’t recall his last name—sur- 
name. 

Q. Did you have a conversation with any one 
connected with the management after doing that? 

A. Yes, the next night. 

Q. With whom was what? 

A. Otto, the foreman. I don’t remember his 
last name. 

Q. His first name is Otto? ay Yesesis. 

Trial Examimer Whittemore: What department 
is he foreman of ? 

The Witness: Well, he is a foreman in the 
whole shop, I suppose, on the third shift, the grave 
yard shift. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) May we go off the reeord— 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: Discussion off the 
record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 


Trial Examiner Whittemore: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Was the man to whom 
you spoke named Otto Guenzler? 

A. Yes, I believe so. 

@. Where were you at the time? 

A. J was working at my machine. 

Q. Was any one beside you and he _ pres- 
ent? [471] 

A. No, I believe not—not there at the machine. 

Q. What conversation did you have with him? 

A. Well, he came and told me that the company 
was paying me for eight hours work on that shift 
and they expected me to give my time on that par- 
ticular shift, and they didn’t want any union organ- 
izing going on while I was working. 

Q. Did he say—well, go ahead and complete the 
conversation. 

A. Well, I told him that I hadn’t been organiz- 
ing any and he said that the night before in the 
lunch room that I had passed out a couple of cards 
and I told him, yes, but I thought that was my 
own time—that I thought the hinch period belonged 
to the men, and he said it wasn’t—that the com- 
pany was paying for it and they expected it and 
they wouldn’t have any more of it. 


Q. Did you notice any bulletin posted after that 
by the company ? 
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A. Yes. The next night or two I notieed a 
bulletin on the bulletin board. There was a notice— 
I don’t remember the wording of it but it was 
something or other to that effect. 

Q. Now, about when was it posted? 

A. Well, it was cither the next night after that 
or the next one. I don’t remember. It was one of 
the two nights I am pretty sure. 

Q@. And what was the substance of the no- 
tice? [472] 

A. Well, it said that 
what it was, but anyway it carried the meaning 
that they wanted us to give our whole time on that 
shift to our job and they didn’t want any other 
private business or anything else going on while 


I don’t remember just 


we was in the lunch room. 

Mr. Moore: May I request now that that notice 
be produecd ? 

Mr. Watkins: Oh, it is going to be produced, 
Mr. Moore, whether you request it or not. 

Mr. Moore: Will you produce it? 

Mr. Watkins: I can’t produce it right now. 

Mr. Moore: I mean at some subsequent time. 

Mr. Watkins: You bet your life. 

Mr. Moore: That is all. 


Cross Examination 
By Mr. Watkins: 

Q. On the shift that you were working at the 
time you mentioned about the lhinech room incident, 
your luieh time is paid for by the company, is it 
not? ig) OGRE S Ol 
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When did you join the C. I. 0.? 

It was, I think,—it was May probably. 

1942 ? Aaeca sit 

Did you ever belong to the C. I. O. before? 
No, sir. [473] 

Any other union before? 

No, sir. I belonged to the P. & P. W. A. 
Had you resigned from it? 

Well, I hadn’t resigned; I just quit paying 


Did you ever resign from the P. & P. W. A.? 
No, I never. 

Did you start to wear your button as soon 
as you joined the C. I. 0.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And still wear it? AN Yessir: 

Q. Mr. Jolly, since May of 1942, you have been 
moved up—your job has been moved into a higher 
rate of pay? A. Well, yes, it has. 

Mr. Watkins: That is all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Baldwin, any 
questions ? 

Mr. Baldwin: Just one question. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Did you at any time on 
a grave yard shift ask the girl in the time booth to 


Qu 
OQrosrororooreo 


join the C. I. O.? A I don?t thimisco: 
Q. Did you observe anyone else asking her to 
join the C. I. O.? AS No; sine 


Mr. Baldwin: That is all. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Moore? 
Mr. Moore: Yes. [474] 
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Redirect Examination 

By Mr. Moore: 

Q. Are you required to spend your lunch hour 
on the grave yard shift at your machine? 

me No, sit. 

Q. Where do you spend it? 

A. In the lunch room. 

Q. Have you observed the men engaging in dis- 
cussions in the lunch room? A. Yes. 

Mr. Moore: That is all. [475] 


GEORGE T. OVERLANDER 


a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, having been first duly 
sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
By Mr. Moore: 

Q. Will you state your full name, please? 

A. George T. Overlander. 

Q@. Have you been employed by the Thompson 
Products, Incorporated, at their plant at Bell, Cali- 
fornia ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When were you so employed? 

A. From December 2, 1940 to May, I believe it 
was, May 23, 1942. 

Q. In what capacity were you employed? 

A. Iwas employed as a tool crib attendant. 

Q. During the entire time? 
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A. No. I was for one week on inspection. 

My. Watkins: I didn’t understand when the wit- 
ness left their employment. 

Mr. Moore: May 23, 1942, about, he said. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you apply for work 
there shortly [478] before you went to work in 
December 1940? ieee €S, Sil 

Q. By whom were you interviewed in con- 
nection with your application? 
Mr. Millman and Mr. Kearns. 
Where did that interview take place? 
In the personnel office, in Mr. Kearns’ office. 
Were you interviewed separately by them? 
Yes, sir. 
By whom were you interviewed first ? 
Mr. Millman. 
And where did that interview take place? 
In Mr. Millman’s offiee. 
And about what time was it? 
I believe it was around 10 o’clock in the 
morning. 

Q. Do you know the date of that? 

A. (No response.) 

Q. When was it with respect to the time you 
went to work? 

A. Well, it was—I would say it was Friday be- 
fore I went to work on Monday. 

Q. And who was there? Was any one there be- 
sides you and he? A. No. 

Q. What conversation did you and he have at 
that time? 


POPOPOPo PoP 
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me Well, it allerelated to—-— 

Q. Just repeat as nearly as you can the eonver- 
sation you and [479] he had? 

A. Well, he asked me to make out an appliea- 
tion, which I did, and then we talked over the type 
of work I had been doing previously, and he asked 
me if I was affiliated with any union and J told him 
I had been a member of the Teamsters’ Local. He 
asked me if [ was still an active member and I told 
iim No, sit.’’ 

He told me that they had a local in there, in their 
shop there that they had very friendly relations 
with in the past and hoped to continue, and we 
talked about the trouble that had been taking place 
out at the Vultee plant. 

Q. Well, now, will you repeat what was said 
about that trouble? 

A. Well, as near as I can remember, I think that 
there was something mentioned to the effect that the 
boys had lost a lot more than they were going to 
gain, or something like that. 

@. That was mentioned by whom? 

A. I think that was mentioned by both of us. 

Q. Continue and give us the remainder of the 
conversation. 

A. Well, I believe at that time that I was asked 
then to wait and see Mr. Kearns, and I believe that 
was all. 

Q. Was it indicated what was meant when you 
were discussing the trouble at Vultee, as you said? 

A. Well, my impression of that was—— 
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Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. I object to the 
witness [480] testifying to what his impression was, 
if any. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will overrule the 
objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Go ahead. 

A. Well, I don’t know but it seems like the union 
activities out there was strongly against the men or 
something to that effect; I don’t know. I got the 
impression that Thompson’s was more or less in 
favor of not having an outside union in there—in 
the plant at that time. 

Mr. Watkins: If the Examiner please, I move 
the answer be stricken as a conclusion of the wit- 
ness and not in any way a statement of fact rebut- 
table by the respondent. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, 1s your im- 
pression based upon what you have told us that 
Millman said to you? 

The Witness: Well, yes, I gathered that, yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, I submit that the 
witness is apparently able to testify to things that 
were stated in that meeting. Now, what his impres- 
sion was may be one thing and what was stated at 
the meeting may be something entirely different. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: On the contrary, 
T think a man’s impression is quite important ; what 
effect it had upon him. He stated what Millman 
said. He asked him if he belonged to a union and 
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the witness told him that he did not, and then he 
told him he had a union in the shop that he Jiked 
very well, and I think he testified that he based his 
impression upon [481] what Millman told him. 

Now, if Millman didn’t tell him that, you ean 
bring him in and say he didn’t. [482] 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you terminate your con- 
nection with the Alliance? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When? [493] 

A. In February, I believe. 

Q. Who was president of the Alliance at that 
time ? A. Mr. Baldwin. 

Q. Who had been president immediately preced- 
ing Mr. Baldwin coming into office ? 

A. Myr. Hess. 

Q. How did Mr. Hess go out of office? 

A. He resigned. 

Q. Do you know whether or not his resignation 
was brought to the attention of the management? 


i Ves, sir. 

Q. Who brought it to their attention? 

A. I did. 

Q. Whom connected with management did you 
tell ? A. Mr. Hileman. 

Q. Did you have a conversation with him at the 


time you told him that? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. When was that conversation? 
A. (No answer.) 
Q. Let me ask you, was it while you were still 
an executive council member? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. About what date? 
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A. It was in February. I don’t remember the 
exact date. [494] 
Of 1942? A. Yes, sir. 
Where was the conversation ? 
In Mr. Hileman’s office. 
And who was there? 
My. Hileman and myself. 
What was said on that occasion? 
Well, I went nto Mr. Hileman’s office and 
told him that he always said if any of us had any- 
thing on our chest, to come in and get it off. I told 
him that Mr. Hess had resigned from the union and 
felt that he should know it. 

He acted surprised that My. Hess would do such 
a thing. 

Mr. Watkins: What is that? Pardon me, what 
was the statement the witness last made? 

(Answer read.) 


POoPrPoP oO 


The Witness: He acted rather surprised that 
Mr. Hess should—— 

Mr. Watkins: Well, what «lid he say? 

The Witness: Well, he said he didn’t know why 
Mr. Hess would want to resign; that he was doing 
an awfully good job and he hated to see him resign 
from the union; that he had recently give him quite 
a build up to the Society of Automotive Engineers, 
or some magazine that they put out or paper or 
something like that, and we talked on who we 
should put in there as president, and he wanted to 
know how long I had [495] been there. He said: 
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“You have been here about four years, haven’t 
you?”’ 

And I said, ‘‘No, I haven’t been here two years 
yet.’’ 

Mr. Watkins: Just a moment. I would like to 
interrupt the witness long enough, Mr. Examiner, 
to have stricken the portion of his answer relating 
to ‘“whom we should put in as president’’ as a con- 
clusion of the witness, and get the conversation be- 
cause I can readily see that is quite an important 
bit of testimony the witness has just given, and I 
think we should be entitled to what was stated in 
that regard. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will deny the mo- 
tion to strike, but I will ask the witness to state 
what was said about that and by whom. 

That is, did you make some statement and did Mr. 
Hileman make some reply or did Mr. Hileman make 
a statement and you make a reply? 

The Witness: Myr. Hileman asked me who was 
present and—asked me who was president and IL 
said that we hadn’t elected a president. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Now, will you try 
to do that throughout your conversation? You see 
that permits them to know who you are referring 
to when you say “‘we talked about it.”’ 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Then he knows it 
was Mr. [496] Hileman who made this statement. 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: If you will try in 
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going over these conversations to give the indivi- 
duals who make the statements. 
The Witness: Let me see where I was. 
Mr. Moore: Will you read the answer, please? 
(Answer read.) 


The Witness: Mr. Hileman then said that Mr. 
Baldwin had only ‘‘been here a short time,’’? and 
he said he thought, ‘‘we should have an older man,”’ 
and he wanted to know about Mr. Osborne. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did he ask vou that? 

A. Yes. He said—and I said, ‘‘Well, Mr. Os- 
borne, Mr. Osborne didn’t want to be president of 
the Alliance,’’ and then he asked nie what the boys 
had against Mr. Fickle. 

Q. Meaning whom? A. Mr. Ed Fickle. 

Q. Did he say who he meant? 

A. He said, “‘What did the boys in the shop 
have against Mr. Fickle,’’ and I said, ‘“‘I didn’t 
know,’’ and then he told me to let him give the mat- 
ter some consideration and he would see me later. 

I thanked him and left his office. 

Q. Did he later call you? [497] A. No. 

Q. You testified in that conversation that Mr. 
Hileman said something about you needing an older 
man. Did he indicate what he meant when he said, 
‘fan older man’’? 

A. Well, he meant a man that had been with 
the company for a considerable length of time—I 
imagine over five years. 

Q. He wasn’t speaking of the man’s age? 
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A. No, he wasn’t speaking of the man’s age. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Who is Osborne, 
if you don’t mind my interrupting. 

The Witness: Mr. Osborne was vice president 
of the Executive Couneil at that time. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What was his full name? 

mee brank. § don’t know his initial but it is 
Frank Osborne. 

Mr. Moore: That is all. 


Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Overlander, how do 
you spell your name ? 

A. O-v-e-r-l-a-n-d-e-r. 

Q. Did you work at the Aerial Corporation a 
short time ago? A ligdide 

Q. Were vou on the C.I.0. bargaining committee 
there ? A. No, siv. 

Q. You were on a plant committee ? 

A. No, sir. [498] 

Q. At that plant? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you attend some of the bargaining meet- 
ings? A. No, sir. - 

Q. You quit Aerial during the bargaining, did 
you not, with the C.1.0.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Because the company wouldn’t sign a closed 
shop agreement with the ©.1.0., isn’t that correct? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. I beg your pardon? A. No, sir. 
Q. Going back to this meeting with Mr. Hileman, 
when did you quit the Alliance—what day? 
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A. I believe I handed in my resignation on Feb- 
ruary 12. 

Q. With respect to that date, when did you talk 
to Mr. Hileman as you related here a moment ago? 

A. A few days before that. 

Q. A few days before you resigned ? 

A, Yes, sit. 

Q. All right, how did you happen to go in and 
see him? 

A. Well, Mr. Hileman and I talked it over and 
I thought that I should go in and tell him that Mr. 
Hess had resigned from the committee. 

Q. Incidentally Mr. Hess also worked down at 
Aerial [499] Corporation with you, didn’t he? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And quit at the same time? A. Yes. 
Q. And also Mr. Victor Kangus? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Kangus quit at the same time? 
A. No; Kangus didn’t quit at the same time. 
Q. He quit the following day, isn’t that cor- 
et? A. No, sir. 
Q. How many days after? 
A. He quit that night. 
Q. All right. Now, going back again to this 
mecting, how did you happen to go in and see Mr. 
Hileman and discuss this with him ? 

A. (No response.) 

Q. Was it at Mr. Hess’ suggestion? 

A. TI don’t know whether it was Mr. Hess’ sug- 
gestion or—I believe it was more or less just talked 
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over between the two of us and I went in and seen 
him. 

Q. Then it was agreed between you and Hess to 
do that? me Yes. 

Q. What reason did Mr. Hess give yon for sug- 
gesting that you go in and talk with him about it? 

A. I don’t know as he give me any reason. [500] 

Q. Did you try to catch him some way ? 

A. Sir? 

Q. Did you try to catch him in some manner? 

A. I don’t think there was anything to trying to 
eateh anybody. 

Q. You don’t. All right. Were you delegated 
to go in and talk to Mr. Hileman about this matter 
by the union itself, about the Alliance? 

Bx No, sir. 

Q. In other words you and Hess discussed after 
Hess resigned, the matter, and you decided to go 
in and talk to Mr. Hileman about it, is that correct ? 

A. I think we discussed it the day Mr. Hess re- 
signed. 

Q. All right. Then what was the first thing you 
said to Mr. Hileman when you talked to him about 
fit, 

A. TI said: ‘‘Mr. Hileman,’’ after he asked me 
in his office and offered me a cigar, I told him that 
any—he said that any time we had anything on our 
chest that we were welcome to come into his office 
and get it off our chest. 

Q. So you had something on your chest and you 
wanted to get it off? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. And then what did you say? 

A. Well, I told him that I felt that he ought to 
know that Mr. Hess resigned from the union com- 
mittee. [501] 

Q. Did you tell him why you were telling him 
that ? 

A. I don’t remember as I told him why. I didn’t 
know there was any reason to tell him why. 

Q. Did you tell him that you and Mr. Hess dis- 
cussed it before you came in there and talked to 
him about it? A. No, sir. 

Q. Go ahead, what did he say? 

A. He said he was sorry to hear that Mr. Hess 
resigned from the union. 

Q. And then what did you say? 

A. He went on further and stated that he had 
give Mr. Hess quite a build up with the Society of 
Automotive Engineers, or something to the effect, 
and that he thought Irve was doing a fine job. 
When did you join the C.I.0.? 

I can look and see. 

All right, please do. 

I joined May Ist, 1942. 

1942, May 1st? A. Yes, sir. 

Had you considered resigning from the All- 
ance some time before you actually did or did you 
just make up your mind in a hurry that you were 


OD POP 


going to quit? 

A. Well, I had considered resigning, ves. 

Q. For several days before you did resign from 
the Alliance? [502] 
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A. For several weeks before I did resign from 
the Alliance. 

Q. J see. And you made up your mind then 
some time before you resigned that you were going 
to actually resign from the Allianee 2 

me YS, Sir. 

Q. But you actually resigned in February 1942? 

A. I wouldn’t say for sure it was in February. 
It might have been Mareh or it might have been 
April, I don’t know, but I think it was in February. 

Q. And how long before that was it that you 
talked to Mr. Hileman; how long before that did 
this conversation that you have been relating oceur? 

A. Not more than a week. 

Q. All right. Now, going back to your conversa- 
tion, you got to the point where you said he had 
said he was sorry to see Hess resign because he had 
given him a good write up in the Automotive Engi- 
neers, or something of that kind. What did you say 
then ? 

A. I told him that I was sorry that he resigned, 
too; that I thought he should have staved on. 

@. And then what did you do? Did you say or 
suggest who he would have for a new president: or 
what? : 

A. No. My. Hileman asked me what I was— 
something about what I wanted and I told him I 
would like to have a little advice. [503] 

Q. Advice as to who would be the new president ? 

A. Yes; might have been a new president or just 
a little adviee on the matter. 
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Q. That is the advice was limited to who would 
be the new president of the Alliance; is that. cor- 
rect # A. That is right. 

Q. And you had gone in there after your talk 
with Hess without consulting with anybodv else in 
the Alliance? 

A. IL imagine that is right, yes. 

Q. Well, is it right? A. That is right. 

Q. Then go ahead with your conversation. You 
asked for some advice about who would become 
president of the Allhance, and what did he say to 
you? 
A. He asked how long I had been there. He 
said: ‘You have been here about four years, haven’t 
you?”’ 

I said: ‘‘No, I haven’t been here two years,’’ and 
he said, ‘‘How about Baldwin?’’ And, he said, 
‘‘No,’”’? he said, ‘She hasn't been here very long 
either.”’ 

Q. Who said that about Baldwin? 

A. Mr. Hileman asked about Mr. Baldwin and 
then he said, ‘‘He hasn’t been here very long 
either.”’ 

Then he asked me about Mr. Osborne and I told 
him that My. Osborne said that he didn’t want to 
be president of the committee. And then he asked 
me what the boys had against [504] Ed Fickle. 
Ed Fickle or George Fickle? 

Ed Fickle. 

What did you tell him? 

I told him that I did not know. 
What was next? 


OPOre 
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A. Well, he told me to let him think the matter 
over a day or two and he would see me later. 

Q. Then he did not see you later? 

A. No, he didn’t see me later. 

Q. And you didn’t go back to him and he didn’t 


come to you? A. No, sir. 
@. And you resigned from the Alhanee in a 
week after that? AT Yes. sin. 


Q. And that was after considering your resigna- 
tion from the Allianee for quite some time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And having made up your mind you were go- 
ing to do it? we Vesieir: 

Q. What did you do with respect to your con- 
versation with My. Hileman that you just related? 
Did you tell anybody in the Alliance about that? 

A. I don’t remember whether I did or not. 

Q. Did you talk to Hess about it? 

A. I think I did. [505] 

Q. How soon afterwards? 

A. Well, it might have been that day or the next 
day. I don’t remember exactly. 

Q. What did Hess say? 

A. Idon’t recall what he said. 

Q. You don’t recall what you told Hess? 

A. I imagine that I told him, Mr. Hess what hap- 
pened in Mr. Hileman’s office. 

Q. Did either of you say that ‘‘well, don’t you 
think we ought to go back to the Executive Commit- 
tee and report this to the Executive Committee of 
the Allance? A. I don’t think so. 
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Q. You don’t think so. I don’t think you did 
either. 

Now, you mentioned while you were on this Ex- 
ecutive Comnuttee of attending some meetings, I 
think, at the plant? A. Yes, sir. 

@. How were those meetings called together? 

A. Now, what meetings are you talking about? 

Q. Executive Committee meetings you testified 
to at the plant. I don’t mean with management; I 
mean when you boys talked over matters. 

A. I think it was mostly just mouth notification 
—verbally. 

). Among yourselves? A. Yes, sir. 

Q@. And then where would you meet? Some 
place? [506] 

A. We met in the welding room of the plant 
the first meeting, I think, that we had. 

@. How long did those meetings usually last? 

A. Oh, from 45 minutes to an hour. Some 
times longer than that. 

Q. You say they lasted 45 minutes to an hour? 

A. I think that first meeting lasted between 45 
minutes and an hour. 

Q. Can you remember more than one meeting 
that lasted that long? 

A. Oh, I think I can remember another meet- 
ing that we had out in the new building. We set 
there on a buneh of pipes or steel or something like 
that. It lasted 30 or 45 minutes. 

Q. What did you discuss in those meetings? 
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A. We discussed what we were doing to have 
in our contract and what the company might say 
and how we would combat what they had to say 
and trying to get ourselves-- trying to get some- 
thing for ourselves. 

Q. And what did you do when you left your 
work to go there? 

My work was through when I went there. 
Oh, I see, you were not affeeted that way? 
No, sir. 

You don’t know what the other boys did? 

I don’t know what they did. 

You mentioned Mr. Little making some com- 
ment to you. [507] You were Mr. Little’s helper, 
weren’t you? A. That is right. 

Q. And he worked the same kind of machinery—— 
he worked at the same kind of work you did except 
you were his helper, is that correct ? 

A. That is right. 

Q. There were times—how many other men 
were there in the tool crip besides yourself and Mr. 
Little? A. Two. 

Q. Two in addition to yourself? A. Yes. 

Q. Four all together? 

A. Yes. Do you mean on the same shift or do 
you mean at different times? 

Q. Yes, the same shift. 

A. No, there was never anyone else in there on 
the same shift. 

Q. Just you and Mr. Little? 

A. That is right. 
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Q. You mentioned a conversation you had with 
Mr. Millman prior to the time that you were em- 
ployed at Thompson Products, Mr. Overlander, and 
I think you said you told him that you had been a 
member of the Teamsters’ Union? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In that conversation did you tell Mr. Muill- 
man anything about your experiences as a member 
of the Teamsters’ Union? [508] 

A. I might have. I don’t know. I don’t re- 
eall. 

Q. Let me get it over to you in a little different 
way. In talking with Mr. Millman about that, did you 
tell him that you thought the Teamsters’ Union had 
been a good union for you to belong to or a bad 
union for you to belong to? 

A. JI don’t remember as I told him either way. 

Q. You don’t remember discussing that with 
him? A. No, sir. 

Q. Now, you were employed by Thompson Prod- 
ucts December 2, 1940; is that correct ? 

A. I believe that is correct. 

Q. And you joined the Alliance about the fol- 


lowing March of 1941? Ao Ycce cin: 
Q. Were you asked to join the Alliance by any- 
body in that intervening period ? A. Yessir: 


Q. Anybody besides Mr. Little? 

A. I don’t remember whether there was any- 
body besides Mr. Little or not. 

@. Had My. Little asked you to join the Alli- 
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ance on more than one oceasion than this particular 
time that you related? A. “Wes: sir. 

@ Had he? A. Yes, sir. [509] 

Q. How many times prior to that? 

A. Oh, I imagine once or twice. 

Q. What did you tell him? 

A. Well, I asked him if he could show me any 
reason why I should join? 

@. What did he say? 

A. He said that the boys seemed to get along 
a little better when they belonged to the union. 

Q. Did you tell him that you didn’t think much 
of that independent union? A. No, sir. 

@. Well, why did you tell him you didn’t want 
to belong to it? The dues were high, were they ? 

A. I didn’t tell him I didn’t want to belong to 
ite 

Q. But you didn’t join it after he mentioned 
it to you the first time or so? 

A. JI didn’t join it right away. 

Q. And you didn’t tell him why you didn’t join 
it right away? A. No, sir. 

Q. After you joined the C.I.0., you gave the 
date here as, I believe, May Ist, 1942? 

Eee hat is aaeht. 

Q. Quite a few of the boys joined at that time? 

A. J don’t know. There was a few, I guess. 

[510] 

And did you wear your button at the time? 
No, sir, I didn’t have a button to wear. 
You didn’t have any C.I.0. button? 
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A. No, sie 
Q. You never did wear your button to the 
plant? A. (No response) 


@. Your C.1.0. button? 

A. JT don’t remember whether I did or not. 

Q. Did Mr. Little know that you joined the 
C.1.0.? 

A. I believe he did. He wasn’t working in the 
tool crib at that time, incidentally. 

Q. Who first talked to you about joining the 
C.1.0.? 

A. I beHeve Elmer Smith was the first man that 
talked to me about joining the C.I.0O. 

Q. About how early or how long before this date 
of May Ist, 1942? 

A. Well, it was at the time when Mr. Smith 
resigned from the union—the Executive Council. 

Q. Where did you talk to him about that? 

A. I believe it was outside of the plant in the 
parking lot that evening after he resigned. He re- 
signed in the wash room, I believe, and we walked 
out of the plant together and he told me he was 
either going to join or had already joined the 
C.1.0., and wanted me to join too. 

Q. And what did you say? [511] 

A. I told him I didn’t know; I would have to 
think it over. I wanted to see what their policy 
was and what the lay out of the deal was. I didn’t 
want to stick my neck into anything I didn’t inves- 
tigate first. 

Q. How long after that did you join the C.I.0.? 
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A. Well, J joined the C.1.0. the first day of May 
1942. 

Q. How long was this after your conversation 
with Mr. Smith—that is Mr. Elmer Smith, isn’t it? 

A. Yes, sir. I don’t know. It might have been 
a month or two months. 

Q. Did he or anybody else talk to you further 
about it after that? 

A. He or anybody else? 

Q. Yes. A. About joining the C.1I.0.? 

Q. Yes. A. (No answer) 

Q. That is before you finally joined. There 
were several of them talking to you about it before 
you finally joined ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Can you remember when the next conversa- 
tion took place about it? 

A. Yes, sir, I believe I can. 

Q. About how long after this Smith conversa- 
tion? 

A. I don’t know. It was possibly a month or 
month and a half. [512] 

Q. Where was that? 

A. It was in Mr. Hess’ home. 

Q. In Mv. Hess’ home? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right. When was the next conversa- 
tion ? 

A. I don’t know just when it was— I don’t re- 
member. 

Q. Nobody ever talked to you about it down at 
the plant? 
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A. No, other than at the lunch room. Every- 
body talked about it there. 

Q. There was quite a bit of talk about it at the 
lunch room? Ne Nes.) sir: 

@. But never at your machine? 

A. No, I don’t believe there was any talk about 
the C.I.0O. other than just—other than discussion— 
T don’t believe there was any talk about joining 
any C.L.O. at the tool crib. 

Mr. Watkins: I think that is all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Baldwin? 

Mr. Baldwin: I would like to ask a few ques- 
tions. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) At the time Mr. Hess 
resigned from the Alliance, did he ask you to re- 
sign also? A. No. 

Q. He didn’t ask you to resign at that time? 

A. No. 

@. You mentioned that Mr. Smith called the 
Labor Board. Could it have been the United States 
Conciliator [513] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Just a moment, 
perhaps—— 

Mr. Moore: Just a minute, that he been 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Perhaps you don’t 
understand that whole matter has been stricken out, 
so it is unnecessary to go into that. 

Mr. Baldwin: I am sorry. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) At about this time did 
you know of any trouble between Mr. Smith and 
Mr. Hess? 
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A. I believe there was something said about it. 
I didn’t know of anything about it. They had a 
little argument or something. 

Q. Did Mr. Smith accuse Mr. Hess of offering 
to sell out to the C.I.O. for $1,000? 

A. I don’t know whether he did or whether he 
didn’t. JI heard he did. 

@. Mr. Hess never talked to you about it? 

A. No, Mr. Hess never mentioned it. 

Q. Did you repeat the conversation that you 
had with Mr. Hileman—did you repeat that to any 
of the Alliance committee afterwards? 

A. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Watkins: May I have the question read? 

(Question and answer read.) 


The Witness: I don’t think so. 
Mr. Baldwin: That is all. [514] 


LESTER SYLVESTER MOSES BEBB 


a witness called by and on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board, having been first duly 
sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Moore) Will you state your full 
name, please? 
A. Lester Sylvester Moses Bebb. 
Q. Are you employed by Thompson Products, 
Incorporated ? eveeeves, sit. [515i] 
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@. Smee when? A. Smee March 1933. 

@. That is by Thompson Products, Incorpo- 
rated, and the organization that it took over? 

A. That is right. 

Q. In what capacity are you employed? 

A. Leadman in the welding department. 

Q. Are you acquainted with the Pacific Motors 


Parts Workers Alliance? A, Yes) sir 
@. Are you a member of that organization? 
A. Yes, sir. 


@. Do you have any part or did you have any 
part in organizing that Alliance? 

A. In a way, yes. 

Q. When was the first meeting of employees 
held that you remember, looking toward organiza- 
tion of that Alliance? 

A. It was some time in the latter part of July 
IST 

@. And where was it held? 

A. At the electric shop in Maywood. 

@. About how many employees were present 
there? 

A. Well, offhand I would say there was about 
45 or 50. 

@. How was that meeting announced? 

A. By individual contacts. One individual 
would tell another and another would tell another 
on through the shop. [516] 

@. In the plant? A. In the plant. 

@. At the time that meeting took place, had 
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you passed out—hod membeisbrip ecards been passed 


out ? A. Not to my knowledge. 
Q. Did you pass out any membership cards for 
the organization? te J. did. 


@. And where did you pass them out? 

A. Outside of the gate of the plant. 

Q. Do you recall when that was now? 

A. No, I really don’t remember whether it was 
after our first or second meeting at the electric 
shop. 

Q. At that first meeting did you have a consti- 
tution and by-laws? A. No, sir. 

Q. I show you Board’s Exhibit 6, and will ask 
you if you passed out or if that card is the same 
as the ones you passed out, outside of the shop? 

ee lt is. 

@. You are referring to the printed portion of 
the card? A. Yes, sir. 

@. Now, when was the first meeting that you 
recall that was held between persons interested in 
forming the Alliance and members of the manage- 
ment of the Thompson Products? [517] 

A. It was—I don’t know the exact date, but it 
was a few days after our first meeting at the elec- 
tric shop. 

And where did that meeting take place? 

In the management’s office. 

At what time of the day was that? 
Between 10 and 11 in the morning? 

It was in the morning? A. Yes, sir. 
You are sure of that? 


OOPOPrOE 
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A. No, 1 am not sure. 

Q. You think it was between 10 and 11 in the 
morning ? A; Whats as I rememberar 

Q. Who, for the management, was present? 

A. Mr. Livingston, Vic. Kangus, and I am not 
sure but it seems to me like Mr. Doctor was there. 

Q@. How many employees attended that meet- 
ing? 

A. Well, I would say, maybe, 20 or 25,—around 
20 or 25, 

@. What was discussed at that meeting? 

A. Well, I would say—I believe Mr. Lou Por- 
ter made the first statement. He told the manage- 
ment that a group of men—that a group of the 
employees wanted to ask them if they would accept 
or recognize an independent union if we organized 
it. They told us if we could show a majority of 
the names, why, they would make a consideration 
and talk it over and see whether they would recog- 
nize us. [518] 

Q. Who, for the management, made that state- 


ment ? A. That I do not remember. 
Q. Mr. Lewis A. Porter was spokesman for the 
employees ? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Do you know whether or not there had been 
a meeting similar to that before? 

A. I do not know of any. 

(). Have you heard that there was? 

A. No. 

Q. Now, where did you get the cards that you 
distributed outside of the plant there? 
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A. That I do not remember. There were—I 
would say there was eight or ten of us outside of 
the gate to hand them out but who gave them to 
us, I don’t remember at all. 

Q. Who handed them out? 

A. That I do not know. 

Q. I mean who handed them out to the em- 


ployees ? 
A. There was Stubblefield, Mr. Rhine. 
@. Who is that? Mr. Rhine. 


Q. How do you spell it? 

A. R-h-i-n-e. And I believe Dean Gardner and 
myself. And I just can’t recall who the others 
were. There were seven or eight of us that passed 
them out. 

Q. Did Mr. Porter hand any out? [519] 


me No, sir. 
Q. Did Mr. Ed Fickle? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did Mr. George Fickle? A. No, sir. 


Q. What did you tell the men at the time you 
gave them the card? 

A. We told them that we were organizing an 
organization, an independent union, and if they 
felt they wanted to join and organize, to sign the 
eard and bring it into us later on. 

Q. Bring it in to whom, did you tell them? 

A. No, we didn’t tell them who. 

@. Did you also tell them there was to be a 
meeting that night? A. We did. 

Q. Now, you passed the cards out and you had 
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a meeting and then you had this meeting with 
management, is that correct, or 


That is as I remember it, yes. 

What happened after that? 

We had our meeting at the electric shop. 
That was the second meeting? 

First meeting. 


QrOoPo> 


Well, now, as I understand your testimony 
up to now, you passed out the cards and then you 
had a meeting, is that correct? [520] 

A. Well, I don’t remember whether we passed 
out the ecards before the first meeting or after the 
first meeting. 

Q@. And then you had the meeting with the 
management ? A. Thateis .right. 

@. Are you sure that you had a meeting of the 
employees before you went in to see the manage- 
ment ? 

A. That I couldn’t recollect just what that was. 

Q. Now, after you had been in to see the man- 
agement, did you hold another meeting of the em- 
ployees ? A. We did. 

Q. Where was that? 

A. At the electric shop in Maywood. 

Q. Mr. Bebb, at the first meeting that you tes- 
tified about the first meeting of employees, were 
minutes kept? 

A. I really don’t recollect whether they were 
or not. 

Q. I show you a group of documents here, which 
Mr. Baldwin says are the minutes of the Pacific 
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Motor Parts Workers Alliance, and ask you if you 
ean identify the nunutes of any particular meeting 
of which vou have testified ? 

(Handing papers to the witness) 


A. This is the minutes of the first meeting. 
Q@. You indicate the minutes dated July 29, 
193%? A. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Moore: I will ask that this be marked. 
Mr. Baldwin: Mr. Examiner, may a copy be 
substituted? [521] 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: Yes. 
(The document referred to was marked as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 14 for identification. ) 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) You have identified 
Board’s Exhibit No. 14 for identification, as the 
minutes of a meeting. Was that held before the 
Alliance was formed? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Well, now, how do you fix the time of forma- 
tion of the Alliance in your own mind? 

A. You mean the organization—organizing of 
it? 

Q. Yes. 

A. After this meeting Mr. Creek, Mr. Leather- 
wood and Mr. Fickle and myself went to seé an 
attorney to see about drawing up a constitution. 

Q. Now, was any meeting held between July 29, 
1937 and August 3, 1939? 

A. Yes, I believe there was. 

Q@. And did you do—— 
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Mr. Watkins: May I have the answer? 
(Answer read.) 


Q. By Mr. Moore) I am referring to the meet- 
ing of the membership of the Alliance? 
A. Yes. 
Q. If there were—there were, however, no min- 
utes kept, is that true? [522] 
A. So far as I know there wasn’t. 
Mr. Moore: J will offer Board’s Exhibit 14 for 
identification in evidence. You have seen it? 
Mr. Watkins: No objection, and there is no 
objection to a substitution of copy. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: Have you any ob- 
jection, Mr. Baldwin? 
Mr. Baldwin: No objection. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: The document 
may be received. 
(The document referred to, heretofore 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 14 for identi- 
fication, was received in evidence.) 


BOARD’S EXHIBIT No. 14 


Maywood Hall July 29, 1937 
7:30 P.M. Maywood 


There were forty-two (42) Present at the first 
meeting. Lester Bebb read parts of the Wagner 
Act pertaining to forming and joining unions. 

The nomination of the constitutional committee 
eame next. The nominees were: James Creek, 
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Luther Leatherwood, Wayne Kangas, George 
Fickle and Lester Bebb. 

Wayne Kangas declined the nomination, so voted 
on remaining five. The judges and tellers were: 
Sam Koop, Wayno Kangas and Ed. Pickle. 

Those elected to draw up the constitution were: 
James Creck, G. M. Fickle, Lester Bebb and Floyd 
Pfankuck. 

These men will get the charter and draw up the 
Constitution. 

There can be no arrangement for payment of 
dues and initiation fees until the drawing up of 
sied constitution. 

The committee decided to elect a chairman for 
their meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned. 

(S) DEAN GARDNER 
Sec. and Treas. 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) Now, after the meeting of 
July 29, 1937, when was the next meeting that you 
recall of persons interested in forming the AJjh- 
ance ? 

A. I don’t reeall the exact date but I would say 
within the next week or seven or eight days after 
this first meeting. 

Q. Can you refresh your recollection by refer- 
ring to the minutes of meetings that are before 
you? 
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A. No. Those were taken after the second meet- 


ing. 
@. These minutes were taken after the second 
meeting ? AS Yestecir. 


Q. Referring to minutes dated August 3, 1937? 

A, hat as wae: 

Q. Now, Mr. Bebb—— 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute, Mr. Moore. May 
I have the [523] answer to the last question? 

(Question and answer read.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What did you do, Mr. 

Bebb, between the first meeting that you have tes- 


tified to and the meeting of August 3, 19837? What 
did you do with reference to the formation of the 


Alliance? A. I did nothing, sir. 
Q. Was a constitution drawn up during that 
period ? A. Yes, sir, it was. 


Q. Did you have any part in having that done? 

A. Yes, I did. 

@. What part did you play in that? 

A. Just as a matter of a committee member. 

Q. J show you Board’s Exhibit 3 and ask you 
if that is the constitution and by-laws that you 
assisted in drawing up as a committee member? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you or did the Alliance engage the serv- 
ices of an attorney to assist them in drawing this 
up? A. We did. 

Q. What attorneys? 

A. Schooling and Waytte. 
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Q. And which members of the firm aetively 
assisted the committee? 

A. By ‘firm’ that is [524] 

Q. The firm of Schooling and Waytte. 

A. Mr. Schooling. 

Q. What was his name; Wendell Schooling? 

pee i hat is right. 

Q. How did you happen to go to him? 

A. Just through Mr. Creek said that he heard 
that Mr. Schooling and Waytte was competent 
men on labor—drawing up legal papers for the 


labor organizations and knowing no one else we 
went to them. 

Q. Did he indicate where he heard that? 

ex No, sir. 

Q. Did Mr. Wendell Schooling draw up the 
constitution for you? A. He did. 

Q. Now, thereafter, did the Alliance enter into 
collective bargaining with Thompson Products, In- 
corporated ? A. We did. 

Q. I show you an original document of which 
Board’s Exhibit 5-A is a copy and I will ask you 
if the Alliance entered into that contract with Jad- 
son Motor Produets Company ? A. YVes.sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: What is the date 
of the contract? 

Mr. Moore: The doeument is dated August 12, 
37. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Were there several meet- 
ings between the [525] Executive Couneil of the 
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Alliance and the management before that contract 
was entered into? A. Into effect? 

Q. Before it was signed? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Going back now to the first meeting that you 
testified concerning at which employees went in 
to see the management, you stated that there was 
some discussion of the possibility of recognizing 
the union if the men formed one? 

That is right. 
Was anything else discussed then? 
No, sir. ; 
Were raises discussed ? 
Not at that time. 
Was seniority discussed ? 
Not at that time. 
Were vacations discussed ? A, No sin: 
r. Moore: That is all. 
Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Mr. Bebb, at the time 
you went to Mr. Schooling, did you present him 
with a draft of what you wanted as a constitution, 
or, 

A. Not as I remember. We didn’t know just 
exactly what to do or what to say and he said he 
would draw one up and let us [526] approve of it 
and if we wanted any changes made he would re- 
write it for us. 

Q. Were you at one time secretary of the Al- 
liance ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. At any time while you were secretary, do 


SOoPOoPoPeop 
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you know if any of the documents or papers be- 
longing to the Alliance were in the hands of Mr. 
Hess? A. Yes; sir. 

Q. Do you remember whether you got those 
papers back or not? 

A. They were never returned to me. 

Q. At the time of the—do you remember the 
date of the first meeting in which you went into 
the management—that is the first group went into 
the management—that is prior to any—prior to the 
time that the election of officers, and so forth, took 
place, when you went in—when the group of twenty 
or so went in. Do you remember the date of that? 

“~~ No, I do not. 

Mr. Baldwin: That is all. 

Mr. Watkins: If the Examiner please, I would 
hike tostake a few minutes and go over my notes 
aud see what questions I would lke to ask Mrz 
Bebb. By doing that it is possible we can ask what 
questions we have and let him go back to his work. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right, we will 
take a five minute recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken.) [5277 


Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Bebb, take the pe- 
riod from August Ist, 1937, down to date, have 
there been any work stoppages of any character 
so far as vou know down at the Thompson Prod- 
ucts Corporation, or the Jadson Company? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. I believe the date on which Thompson Prod- 
ucts took over Jadson was approximately April of 
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1937. Would you just briefly state what the con- 
ditions were at the plant at that time among the 
men—that is what the discussions were and what 
their attitude was? 

A. Their discussions and attitude were that low 
rates—that their pay rates were way below the out- 
side wages being paid in other places. 

At that time rates ranged around from 35 to 50 
and 60 cents an hour, and most of the fellows felt 
that they should be getting more and they were 
going to do something. They were getting to the 
restless point where they didn’t know just what 
they were going to do or what they should do. 

Q. Had there been some talk around that time 
among the men of getting an outside union in there 
or forming a union of their own? 

AS That is rel. 

Q. And prior to that time? A. Yes, sir. 

@. Have you ever belonged to either of the out- 
side unions or [528] put in an application for 
them? 

A. I put in an application for the A. F. of L. 

Q. Was this some time prior to 1937? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did quite a few of the other men down there 
put in similar applications? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Had there been any discussion among the 
men around this period that I named, around the 
early part of 1937, of their feeling toward the A. 
Bigot lin? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What was the discussion in general? 
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A. Generally it was they didn’t feel ke they 
should be paying such high dues and initiation fees 
to some one who did not know the working condi- 
tions nor the kind of work that we did in that 
plant. 

They felt if they could organize their own nnion, 
that they would keep the money in the plant in- 
stead of going to some outside organization. 

Q. And had the A. F. of L. made any move to 
assist the men down there who had belonged to it? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you remember Mr. Ray Livingston first 
eame down to the plant in the early part of 1937? 

A. Yes, sir. [529] 

Q. Did he talk to you down ered! 


A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you see him talk to other men around 
the plant? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. At their machines? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. What was his conversation with you? Did 
you talk to him more than once during that time? 

A. As I recollect it was just the one time. 

Q. What was it, if you can give it as nearly as 
possible, what did he say to you and what did you 
say to him? 

A. Well, he introduced himself to me and I to 
him, and we talked about the work and the ma- 
ehinery achinery, and about we were 
going to have new machinery and just in a general 
conversation of the work in that plant. 
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Q. Was anything said by him about unions? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Nothing whatsoever? A. No, sir. 

Q. Was anything said by vou about unions? 

A. Wor sis: 

Q. In any conversations vou had with Mr. Liv- 
ingston during that period? A. No, sir. 


Q. Or any subsequent period? [530] 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Now, going to this first meeting that a group 
of you men had with management, I believe you 
said there were twenty or more present. I think you 
said Mr. Porter spoke at that meeting. Did any one 
else speak besides Mr. Porter from the employees’ 
side? 

A. Yes, they did, but I don’t recall who that 
person was. 

Q. Were there several people that spoke up 
during that meeting? A. Yes, sir. 

@. And as I understood it you testified that the 
company said they would recognize you if you ob- 
tained a majority? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And did any one from the company say any- 
thing to you about not using coercion or not so- 
liciting on company time? 

A. I believe they did, yes, sir. 

Q. Can you recall who said anything of that 
kind to you, and what was said? 

A. I believe Mr. Livingston told us that him- 
self. 

Q. Do you remember about what he said? 
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A. Ag nearly as I can remember he stated that 
no union activities should take place on company 
property i organizing in any way of labor. 

Q. Did he say anything about the men coming 
in through force or voluntary or anything of that 
kind? [531] 

A. Yes, sir, he said there should be no force 
according to the Wagner Act, there should be no 
foree on any man to join any organization. 

Q. That was in the first meeting that you men- 
tioned of twenty or twenty-five men? 

ine NCS, SIT, 

Q. What did you say about the cards that you 
passed out at the gate? Did you state you did not 
recall where you got them? A. That is right. 

@. Do you know whether or not you received 
them from the employees—some other employee? 

A. Yes, sir, I believe it was. 

@. Would you testify, Mr. Bebb, that you did or 
did not receive them from somebody representing 
the management? 

A. I did not receive any from any representa- 
tive of the management. 

Q. You are certain of that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you receive them from Mr. Porter? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Am I correct in this also, Mr. Bebb, that you 
testified that the day that you passed out the cards 
you also notified the employees that there would be 
a meeting that same evening? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. And was that the first day yon passed out 


eards? [532] A. That is as I remember it. 
Q@. Was that the first day you saw anybody else 
pass out cards? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Going back again to this first meeting with 
the management when some twenty or more em- 
ployees called on the management, did you see Mr. 
Lewis Porter get any employees to go into that 
meeting ? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Did he contact you with regard to it? 

Ane Nowsuy 

@. Were you elected chairman of the first meet- 
ing that you testified to of the employees, that was 
held in the electric shop? A, Yes\sine 

Q. And that was, I believe, July 29th? 

A. Yes, sir. 


Q. 1937? A Viesmain:. 

Q. You were elected chairman of that meet- 
ing? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And at that meeting were committees se- 
lected by the people there? AG ecw cr 


Q. How were those committees selected? [533] 

A. They were selected by written ballot. 

Q. And what were the committees selected for 
and what were they supposed to do? 

A. Constitutional committee. 

Q. To set wp a constitution? 

A. That is right. 

Q. When you went over to Mister—strike that 
out, please. 

Did this constitutional committee have a meeting 
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of some kind prior to the time you called on Mr. 
Schooling ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What did you do at that meeting; what did 
you discuss ? 

A. We discussed about what articles or agree- 
ments or by-laws and so forth, that we might sug- 
gest in making up this constitution. 

Q. And then when you went to Mr. Schooling, 
what did you do? Did you relate to him the things 
that you had discussed in that committee mecting? 

A. We did. 

Q. And did you take any paper or sample of a 
constitution or anything of that character with you 
to Mr. Schooling ? Aa Non sir. 

Q. Did Mr. Schooling tell you that he had had 
any paper of any kind or any document from any- 
body else at Jadson to use as a form as a constitu- 
tion ? A. No, sir. [534] 

Mr. Moore: I object to the question. I believe 
that the question is leading and I believe for an- 
other reason beeause of the testimony of the wit- 
ness 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will sustain the 
objection to the last question. 

Mr. Moore: I believe the situation is clear. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Bebb, going back 
now to the first meeting of the employees in the 
electric shop, of July 29, 1937, do you know whether 
or not Mr. Porter was present at that meeting? 

A. He was not. ) 

Q. He was not? ee NOW Si: 
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Q. Then he took no part, of course, in that meet- 
ing? A. INowsin: 

Q. Do you know whether or not he was present 
at the second meeting ? A. No, sir, he was not. 

Q. Was he on any of the committees that were 
selected by the Alliance? A, No str 

Q. Did you or you and your committee make 
any later visit than this first one that you have men- 
tioned to Mr. Schooling’s office ? A. We did. 

[535] 

@. Before going into those, will you state as 
briefly as you can what Mr. Schooling said to you 
when you first came in to meet him? 

A. (No response.) 

Q. Or what you said to him? Just relate the 
conversation that took place? 

A. Well, as I remember Mr. Creek acted as 
spokesman for us and I do not recall the conver- 
sation that started when we went in. 

@. Well, what was the substance of it? 

A. The substance was we wanted him to draw 
up our constitution and by-laws for our organi- 
zation. 

Q. Did Mr. Schooling talk to you at all about 
the Wagner Act or the National Labor Relations 
Act? A. He did. 

@. Along what lines, in substance, did he talk 
to you? 

A. If I remember he drew out a copy of the 
Wagner Act and read certain parts of it to us, that 
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would benefit us in drawing up our constitution. 

Q. Do you remember what those were? 

A. No, sir, I don’t. 

Q. I believe Mr. Victor Kangus—do you know 
Mr. Victor Kangus? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When he testified here said that you at one 
time joined [536] the C.I1.O. Did you ever belong to 


the C.I.0.? A. Noy sir. 

Q. Did you ever tell Mr. Kangus that you be- 
longed to the C.I.0.? A. No, sir. 

Q. That is Mr. Victor Kangus? 

A, No, sir. 

Q. Did you ever tell Mr. Victor Kangus that 
you intended to join the C.I.0.? A. No, sir. 


Q. You are positive of all of those statements ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q@. Have you attended substantially all of the 
meetings which have taken place between the Exec- 
utive Committee of the Alhance and the member- 
ship? A. Will you repeat that? 

Mr. Watkins: Will you read the question? 

(Question read) 

The Witness: I have. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Do you know whether 
or not you have attended all of them? 

A. No, sir, I have not. 

Q. You have attended the major portion of 
them ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Have you in any of those meetings ever heard 
Mr. Hileman [537] make any statements about 
moving this division back east? 
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A. No, sir, not Mr. Hileman. 

Q. Have you heard Mr. Hileman in any of those 
meetings make any statement, ‘‘If the C.I.O. moved 
into the plant,”’ or, ‘‘if the A. F. of L. came into the 
plant,’’ that, ‘‘the plant would be moved back east ?”’ 

A. No, sir. 

@. Or anything to that end? A. No, sir. 

Q. Mr. Bebb, assuming that the company, that 
is either Jadson or Thompson, had wanted you to 
form an independent union back in 1937, what 
would have been your attitude with regard to that 
independent union? 

Mr. Moore: Objected to. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: J will sustain the 
objection. 

Mr. Watkins: Well, Mr. Examiner, I think it 
is quite pertinent in this connection because what 
we have here, is statements to the effect that some 
individual through the management went to these 
people and got them to set up the independent 
union, and I think it is quite important to show the 
attitude of these people, assuming that testimony 
be correct. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I ruled on 
the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Did yon ever have any 
conversation, [538] Mr. Bebb, with Mr. Porter with 
respect to—strike that. 

Do you reeall any conversation that you had 
with Mr. Porter with respect to the Alliance? 

A. No, si. 
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Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Por- 
ter in which any statements were made with re- 
spect to some document of some character that he 
had from the company? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you state when that conversation took 
place? 

A. I can’t state just when but it has been two 
times in the last three years. 

Where did it take place? 

In the plant. 

At his machine or at your machine? 

At his machine. 

Will you state what was said by Mr. Porter? 
He stated that he had a letter from Mr. 
Livingston advising the company how to organize 
this union—the independent union. 

Mr. Watkins: Will you read the answer? 

(Answer read.) 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Did you ask him any 
further questions about that? 

A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Did he say it was a letter? [539] 

A. He said it was a letter. 

Q. You are positive of that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And it was advising whom how to set up 
the independent union ? 

A. The company—Jadson Motor Products. 

@. Did he say how he had gotten hold of such 
a letter? A. No, sir, he did not. 

Q. Did he say what he was going to do with it? 

= No, sir. 


a i a 
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Q. Did he tell you substantially the same story 
on two different occasions? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What did you do about it? 

A. I just dismissed it from my mind. 

Q. Why? 

A. Because I know Mr. Porter. He is very radi- 
eal on any subject that you might talk to him 
about. 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment, I will object to that 
answer and ask that it be stricken up to this point. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, let me state the 
purpose of my question. The witness testified that 
this was told him by Mr. Porter, which might be of 
considerable interest to the witness as one of the 
members of the Alliance and one of the committee 
members, and J am asking him why he didn’t do 
any- [540] thing about it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I am frank 
to say that I don’t think it means much either 
way. He says he dismissed it from his mind. It is 
quite obvious he didn’t dismiss it from his mind. 
You know about it and are asking him questions 
about it. 

Now, I would lke to know how you know about 
it if he dismissed it from his mind back three years 
ago. 
Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, I don’t think that 
is quite a fair statement of the witness’ testimony 
or a fair conclusion to draw from it. I don’t care 
what happens, you may dismiss a thing from your 
mind at the time but it may come back again at a 
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later time. It docsn’t mean when you dismiss a 
thing from your mind that there is a blank spot 
there. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: He says he didn’t 
do anything about it. I would like to know how 
you know about it. 

Mr. Watkins: He told me about it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Very apparently 
he did and very apparently he didn’t dismiss it 
from his mind. 

Mr. Watkins: And that is the very point I am 
arguing with the Examiner on. You can dismiss a 
thing from your mind and still recall it and tell it 
to somebody at a later time. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Go ahead, I don’t 
think it is important anyhow. 

The Witness: The reason I dismissed it from 
my mind is, [541] that I didn’t believe Mr. Porter 
could get a hold of such a letter and I just didn’t 
feel like that he was—if he did have such a letter 
that he would present it at some time for approval. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Now, Mr. Bebb,—— 

Mr. Watkins: I think that is all, Mr. Exam- 
iner. 

Mr. Baldwin: Nothing further. 

Mr. Watkins: One other question. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Was Lewis Porter what 
you would term a leader in the shop? 

A. No, sir, I don’t believe I could. 

Q. Did he stay mostly to himself? 

A. He did. 
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Mr. Watkins: I think that is all. 

The Witness: Mr. Examiner, I would like to 
make one statement. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 

The Witness: In bringing this case up, I feel 
personally very deeply that we are in vital war 
defense work, defending the lives of our men out 
on the battle field and I really feel that whoever 
made these charges, either managment or the union, 
are the largest saboteurs we have in the United 
States. They are drawing men away from their 
work, vital defense work. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: What do you mean 
by that? 

The Witness: That all these men who are here 
are wasting [542] their time while away from their 
vital defense work. They are losing man hours in 
putting out our defense equipment that the men 
need so badly. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Where did you 
get that idea? 

The Witness: There is only one important thing 
in this world now and that is to save our country, 
our homes, our families and the men who are out 
in the field and I feel things that are of so little 
importance like this when life and death mean a lot 
more than anything else. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Is that your own 
personal feeling ? 

The Witness: It is. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: Did anybody sug- 
gest you make this statement when you got up here? 

The Witness: No, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Why do you tell 
me that? 

The Witness: I want it to go into the record, 
the way I feel about the whole thing or anything 
else. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Why do you want 
it to go into the record? Did you say anything to 
counsel for the Board when he asked you to come 
and testify ? 

The Witness: No, sir, I did not. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: You waited before 
you got up here before you made the statement on 
the record ? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. [543] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: That is all. 

Mr. Watkins: Let me say one thing, Mr. Ex- 
aminer. When I talked to Mr. Bebb, Mr. Bebb told 
me just the same thing he has told the Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: And you suggested 
he put it on the record? 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute and I will make 
my statement precisely as it happened. 

He told me substantially what he said here and 
wanted to state it in the hearing. I told him that 
nobody could ask any questions on that but if he 
wanted to make a statement to go ahead if he 
wished to do so and if the Examiner stopped him, 
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why, that would be all there was to it. That is 
what took place. 

Mr. Baldwin: May I ask the witness one ques- 
tion? 

Mr. Watkins: And I might say I agree with 
him one hundred percent. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I think the 
answers show something to that effect. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Mr. Bebb, when did you 
resign as secretary of the Alliance? 

A. In April of 1942. 

@. Why did you resign? 

A. JI have been studying welding—making weld- 
ing my life work in order to keep up with the new 
work in the welding [544] field, and I decided I 
wanted to study a little harder and learn the newer 
parts of welding. 

Q. Did you make a statement at that time to 
any one, that one of your main reasons for resign- 
ing was because you were interested in doing war 
work and it was taking up too much of your time? 

A. 1 ditk 

Q. Did you say at that time that the union 
wasn’t as important as the war going on? 

A. J did. 

Mr. Moore: I will object to this line of ques- 
tioning. L will stipulate that he resigned because he 
wanted to. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Why all this? 

Mr. Baldwin: I merely want to point out that 
I know this man and I know that he is telling the 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 677 


(Testimony of Lester Sylvester Moses Bebb.) 
truth. I want to point out that he made these state- 
ments prior to anv time he was ever here. [545] 


Redirect Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You stated that you were 
elected chairman at the first mecting. Is that strictly 
true now or did you just assume that position? 

A. No. The majority, the unanimous verbal vote 
was that I carry open the meeting. 

Q. That was decided on the spot by the men? 

Eee Y eS, Sir. 

Q. Who chose the name of this organization, 
Mr. Bebb? 

A. The constitutional committee. 

Q. Chose the name after the cards had been 
printed ? A. Yes, sir. 

@. Who chose the name on the cards? 

A. JI don’t remember that. 

Q. Did you know at any time [546] 

A. I probably knew at that time but I don’t 
remember now. — 

Q. On the printed cards that you have testified 
were distributed, was the name ‘Pacific Parts 
Workers Alliance’’? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. On the original constitution which is Board’s 


Hxhibit 3, what was the second word in the name 
that originally appeared at the top of what? 

A. I do not know, sir. 

Q. Was it Pacific Coast Motor Parts Workers 
Alliance? 

A. I wouldn’t say because I don’t remember. 
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Q. When did the Alliance assume the name that 
it presently uses? 

A. As I remember it was when the constitution 
was voted and accepted. 

Q. This word was crossed out, you think, on 
August 3rd, the day that it was signed? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When I say, ‘‘this word’”’ I was referring to 
the word in the title of Board’s Exhibit 3. 

Was there any discussion of the August 3rd 
meeting about a name for the organization? 

A. I believe there was. 

Q. And had the constitutional committee prior 
to that time, decided on the name ‘‘ Pacific Coast 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance’’? [547] 

A. I don’t know about the ‘‘Coast”’ part. They 
decided on a name to be presented to the mem- 
bers. 

Q. Well, wasn’t that the name that you had 
drawn up, that you had placed on your constitu- 
tion and by-laws? ees) Sir, 

Q. And at the meeting of August 3rd, it was 
decided to eliminate the word ‘‘Coast’’? 

A. Whatever that word was. I don’t remember 
the word. 

Q. You stated that Mr. Lewis Porter was not 
at the first or second meetings that you testified 
about ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, which meetings are you referring to 
as the first and second meetings? 

A. The first meeting that we called to deter- 
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mine whether we wanted to organize our indepen- 
dent union. 

Q@. Is that the one on July 29, 1937, as shown 
by Board’s Exhibit 14? Wee es, sit. 

Q. That is the first one? Pe NCS, Slur 

Q. When was the second one? 

A. Approximately, around several days after- 
wards. I don’t know whether it was a week 

Q. Well, was the second one the August 3rd 
meeting ? A. No, sir. [548] 

@. At which the constitution was adopted? 

A. I don’t believe it was, sir. 

Q. Was Mr. Porter at the meeting at which 
the constitution was adopted? 

A. Not that I remember, sir. 

Q. Do you recognize this name appearing on 
the first page of signatures in Board’s Exhibit 3 
for identification, as Mr. A. L. Porter’s signa- 
ture ? 

A. As near as I can remember that is his a 
nature, yes, sir. 

Q. You would testify then that he was at an 
August 3rd meeting? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What was the substance of the portion of 
the Wagner Act that Mr. Schooling read to you? 

A. I don’t remember. 

Mr. Moore: That is all. 


Recross Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Bebb, referring to 
Board’s Exhibit 3, which is the constitution of 
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the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alliance, at the 
end thereof are a lot of signatures. Do you know 
whether or not all of those signatures were ob- 
tained at the meeting that you have just men- 
tioned ? A. I believe they were, sir. 

Q. In other words, you believe that they were 
all obtained there and not some of them written 
in at a later time? [549] 

A. No, sir; they were at that meeting. 

Q. In other words, if any one signed this he 
would for certain have been at that particular 
meeting ? A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Watkins: That is all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Were you a lead- 
man in 1937? 

The Witness: No, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: At the time this 
was organized ? 

The Witness: No, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: How long have 
you been a leadman? 

The Witness: Since—I don’t recall whether it 
was June or July of this year. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Now, with respect 
to this: Who gave you the ecards? Do you still 
testify that you don’t know? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: What individual 
gave them to you? 

The Witness: I don’t know. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: You have no idea? 
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The Witness: No, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, then, how 
do you know that it may not have been a member 
of management instead of an employee, as you 
testified to Mr. Watkins’ question? [550] 

The Witness: Because I did know the manage- 
ment well enough that if they had given them to 
me I would have remembered. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right, any fur- 
ther questions, Mr. Watkins? 

Mr. Watkins: Nothing more. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: You are exeused. 

(Witness exeused.) 


Mr. Moore: At this time I offer in evidence a 
eertified eopy of the decision of the National Labor 
Relations Board in Case No. C-1848, entitled, ‘‘In 
the matter of Thompson Produets, Incorporated, 
and United Automobile Workers of Ameriea, Loeal 
B00, C.L.0.” 

Mr. Watkins: If the Court please, we will ob- 
jeet to the introduction of such a doeument into 
evidenee in this ease. 

If the Board wishes to take judicial notiee of 
its own decision, of course, that is something else 
and I assume that it would, but as far as evidence 
in this case is coneerned, I don’t see how it ean 
be received. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I would like to 
know the purpose of the offer. 

Mr. Moore: To show that just before the Alh- 
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ance was formed out here, a similar organization 
was formed in the Cleveland plant of the respond- 
ent and the Board made certain findings with ref- 
erence to actions of the respondent and [551] 
through the same official who was alleged to have 
been active in this. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Livingston 
was also involved in that case? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Mr. Watkins: My point, Mr. Examiner, is this: 
That it isn’t proper in this case as evidence. I see 
no reason why the Board as such cannot take judi- 
cial notice of its own decisions, but I don’t see 
how the Board, a decision of the Board of this 
character could be received as evidence in this case 
and we object to it on that ground. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, the objec- 
tion is overruled and the document is received. 

Mr. Moore: That concludes my presentation of 
evidence except with respect to certain documents 
which the respondent has produeed and which the 
respondent received only Saturday and I believe 
hasn’t had an opportunity to examine completely. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Before we leave 
this, Mr. Moore, am I correct in saying there has 
been a court decision with respect to this? 

‘Mr. Moore: There has been. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Was the Board 
affirmed ? 

Mr. Moore: I think a general cease and desist 
order was taken out. [552] 


Mr. Watkins: As a matter of fact one of the 
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in error. He said: 
‘A union of this kind was formed at» the 
same tune.”’ 


That is not the fact because there was a union 
there for many years. There was a reformation, of 
a union that is trne, but there had been an inde- 
pendent union there for years prior to that. os 

Mr. Moore: That is true. . 

Mr. Watkins: And this case has gone to the 
Sixth Circuit and the Sixth Cireuit decision is 
down on it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Has been issued? 

Mr. Watkins: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: That is what I 
was thinking. Did the Cireuit Court decision re- 
verse the findings of the Board? 

Mr. Moore: None of the findings of fact were 
reversed but the order was modified. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: The order may 
have been modified, but I am simply questioning 
the matter of facts. Do you have the Circuit Court 
decision here? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t have it here and I would 
prefer to answer your question after the noon 
recess. I have read the decision but I would like 
to look at it again before I state definitely . what 
it is. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Check on_ that 
point and it [553] might be well to simply add 
the Circuit Court decision to this. If you are going 
to put one in I suppose you might have the other. 
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I don’t know what happened to the case. Do you 
know, Mr. Watkins? 

Mr. Watkins: No, I do not. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Do you know 
whether the company has applied for a writ of cer- 
tiorari? 

Mr. Watkins: The order was complied with. Of 
course, I think, Mr. Examiner, the order as modi- 
fied, as accepted—I think if anything is to go 
into this case, but for the life of me I don’t see 
how this can be in here as an evidentiary exhibit. 
I think the Cireuit Court decision is what should 
be in here rather than the Board’s decision. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t know, not 
having recently seen the Circuit Court decision. 
It might be that it is only a short decision. Some 
Cireuit Court decisions are merely two or three 
sentences affirming the Board, in which ease certain 
findings might be relevant, assuming Mr. Moore © 
is correet in his statement that Mr. Livingston, who 
is.involved in this case was also involved, let us 
say, involved in similar circumstances in the other 
case. 

In that event I think it might be pertinent. Now, 
I don’t know, but I do know that it would be well 
to have the Circuit Court decision here. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, here is the diffi- 
cult [554] situation this puts us in. In other words 
you put in here or the Board has introduced in 
here a copy of a Board decision in another ease 
as evidence. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Yes. 
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Mr. Watkins: Now, the position that puts us 
in is that we have to try to combat what is in 
there. In other words we would have to come in 
and show we have an A. F. of L. contract-—we 
had one of the original C. I. O. contracts with 
this same union in Detroit. There are many facts 
of that kind and matters handled by Mr. Livingston 
that certainly should be in if a thing of this kind 
is in the record. 

It makes it almost impossible for us to meet 
and we have enough of a problem, obviously, when 
this thing has come in in such fashion in trying 
to meet it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I think there is 
some justification in raising that point. Of course, 
if the Circuit Court case has approved the Board’s 
findings, that is a settled matter and you couldn’t 
question any finding of fact. If there have been 
modifications or a reversal of some of the Board’s 
findings, certainly, I don’t want to be put in the 
position of making a finding on something the 
Circuit Court has reversed and the Board has taken 
no appeal from. 

Let us say, for example, that the Board found 
8(1) and the Cireuit Court had reversed the Board 
and found it was not 8(1). If I don’t have the 
Circuit Court opinion before me, [555] I don’t 
want to base any finding on the basis of the Board’s 
findings which have been reversed, and from which 
the Board has not appealed. That is why I would 
like to have the whole history here of the Board 
and the Court’s decision, but I do think in fairness 
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to you that Mr. Moore should point out those sec- 
tions in the Board’s order as well as the Cireuit 
Court decision, which he believes should be con- 
sidered in this particular case and not just simply 
toss the whole business in and leave it up to the 
Trial Examiner to use his judgment, because in 
that respect the respondent’s counsel doesn’t know 
what I may do until after I have issued an inter- 
mediate report but I do feel you should go over 
it and point out the matters in the Board’s deci- 
sion, if it was affirmed and if no findings were 
altered by the Cireuit Court, those parts which 
you want me to take notice of. 

Mr. Moore: I will be glad to do that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: And then counsel 
will know what he will have to meet, if anything. 

Now, if you poimt out things that the Board 
has found the company has comphed with, why, I 
don’t see that there is much you ean do to alter 
the findings on which they base their action. 

Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, my point is per- 
haps a little different than the Examiner has ex- 
pressed himself. 

My point is that this proffered exhibit is in there 
as [556] evidence in the case. Now, if it is in there 
as evidence, we are put in the position of having 
to refute or answer this. I am not talking about 
the ultimate findings. I am talking about facts, 
statements whieh always appear in those cases. 

Now, in order to do that—in other words that 
was a case that occurred in Cleveland and this is 
a case that occurred on the West Coast. 
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Now, if the Board is trying to say this company 
has done this, that or the other thing in many 
other places and therefore is likely to do it here, 
and uses it in that respect, then we have the burden 
of saying here that in Seattle we have a contract 
with the A. F. of L., and in Detroit with the 
C. I. O. and in other places with other organi- 
zations. an * 

In other words we have to go through that. proc- 
ess to disabuse or disillusion somebody on the things 
that are found in this decision so far as it has 
bearing on this case here. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I think you will 
agree, Mr. Watkins, you have had sufficient. expe- 
rience in these Labor Board cases to realize. that 
even though the company had ten contracts with 
the C. I. O. or the A. F. of L., and if it had set 
up two company dominated unions, the mere fact 
that the percentage was ten to two, wouldn’t alter 
the situation, that there was an unfair labor prac- 
tice in setting up the two company dominated 
unions. [557] 

The point is this: Let ns assume .that there 
was a company dominated union set up in Cleve- 
land; that that matter has been settled, and that 
this particular case is with reference to the second 
company dominated union. 

Now, it wouldn’t, so far as I can see, alter the 
consideration of the facts in this case because you 
happened to have contracts with some other unions. 

The Board may have brought that evidence in 
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in the other case and the Board still found that 
this case in Cleveland, under this assumption, was 
a company dominated union. 

Mr. Watkins: But the whole point as I see it 
is, we are dealing with a situation out on the West 
Coast. All the facts occurred on the West Coast, 
all the actions oceurred on the West Coast in this 
plant. 

Now, what the Board is doing is seeking to in- 
troduce as evidence a Board decision involving the 
Cleveland plant. The purpose of that must be to 
say: 

‘Well, all right, they did something wrong 
in Cleveland, therefore, they must have done 
something wrong in Los Angeles.’’ 


My whole point, Mr. Examiner, is that if it is 
going in as evidence in this case, then what we will 
have to do to defend ourselves, will be to bring 
in evidence that up in Seattle we did such and 
such a thing and in Detroit something else. [558] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I think I see your 
point on that. That is, if the inference might be 
drawn that because it was done in the Cleveland 
plant, it may have been done here and then you 
would have a right to show there were ten other 
places where you didn’t have a company dominated 
union. I think you are correct in that respect. 

Mr. Watkins: I don’t see why the Board needs 
in this case as evidence a Board decision. The 
Board can take judicial notice of its own decisions 
and why it has to come in here, [ don’t understand. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: I can assure you 
despite the particular finding, if there is no evi- 
dence of company domination in this case, even 
though it was done in Cleveland, it will not alter 
my decision. 

Mr. Watkins: Then I don’t see the purpose of 
having it in there as evidence. I don’t care if the 
Board takes judicial notice of its own decisions, 
that is something the Board is entitled to do, but 
when it is put in this case as evidence, then it is 
something we have to meet. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, [ think that 
the best way, since we do not know exactly what 
Mr. Moore is pointing at the present moment, per- 
haps both of you better forget any further discus- 
sion of it until Mr. Moore has an opportunity to 
let you know the points which he feels are perti- 
nent to the issues in this case and then we can take 
up that matter when [559] it is finally determined. 

Mr. Watkins: I might say this, Mr. Examiner, 
T believe I had a similar situation before and what 
the Board did in that case, and I don’t mean, Mr. 
Moore, this pattern must be followed as common 
practice, but the Board said in those cases, “I 
wish to direct the Trial Examiner’s attention to 
such and such a decision by the Board, involving 
such and such a company in such and such a 
place.’’ 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: You are quite 
right and that is what I am trying to get Mr. Moore 
to do, point out what the findings were in this par- 
ticular case which are pertinent here. Now, you 
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are right that I could take judicial notice of that 
decision without saying anything to you about it, 
but it is simply for the convenience of having it 
all in the record and I think perhaps in fairness 
to you, you should point out now before me the 
points that you feel are relevant to these issues 
here. 

Mr. Watkins: My. Examiner, if you can tell me 
how I, in Los Angeles, dealing with the West Coast 
plant and knowing not one thing about that case, 
except from the Circuit Court of Appeals deci- 
sion, which I read, and tell me how I can tell the 
Examiner what it is all about, I would like to 
know it. 

If we expect to get through this case by Thurs- 
day we have got to move along and we certainly 
wouldn’t do it if we have to fuss about this thing. 

[560] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, the docu- 
ment is in evidence, which is merely a forma] mat- 
ter, inasmuch as it is before me any way, being a 
Board decision, but I do feel it would be well if 
Mr. Moore, and not you, pointed out the parts 
which he feels are relevant and, also, I think if you 
can get a hold of an extra copy of the Cireuit Court 
decision, you might also have that. 

It would be somewhat more convenient for me 
to have the decision than to have to hunt it up 
when I get back to Washington. 

Mr. Watkins: All I want to know is for the 
purpose of expediency. I would like to know what 
is ahead of us and if we are going to have to meet 
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the various issues that are set forth in the Board’s 
findings and the various findings that are in the 
decision. 

If it goes in in that manner, it will entail con- 
siderable trouble for me; if we don’t have to meet 
those, if the Board is just simply going to take ju- 
dicial notice of it, all right, then I don’t have to 
do anything about it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: The point is you 
have conceded the Board has a perfect right to take 
judicial notice of it. 

Mr. Watkins: I don’t think I have conceded any- 
thing. 

I said I would assume that the Board has a right 
to take judicial notice of its own decisions. [561 ] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: It is either an as- 
sumption or concession. You admit that we have 
a perfect right to take judicial notice of the Board’s 
decisions ? 

Mr. Watkins: Don’t put words in my mouth 
again. I still didn’t admit it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I say it is now a 
question as to the difference between an assump- 
tion and a concession. [562] 
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todian of its records, do hereby certify that at- 
tached is a full, true, and complete copy of: 


DECISION AND ORDER IN THE MATTER 
OF: THOMPSON PRODUCTS, INC., AND 
UNITED AUTOMOBILE WORKERS OF 
AMERICA, LOCAL 300 (CIO). 


Case No. C-1848 


In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto subscribed 
my name and caused the seal of the National Labor 
Relations Board to be affixed this 22nd day of Sep- 
tember, A. D. 1942, at Washington, D. C. 

[Seal] BEATRICE M. STERN, 

Executive Secretary. 
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of Cleveland, Ohio, 
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Mr. M. A. Roemisch, 
of Cleveland, Ohio, 
for the Alliance. 


Mr. Sidney L. Davis, 
of counsel to the Board. 


DECISION AND ORDER 


Statement of the Case 

Upon an amended charge duly filed on October 22, 
1940, by United Automobile Workers of America, 
Local 300 (CIO), herein called the Union, the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board, herein called the 
Board, by the Regional Director for the Highth Re- 
gion (Cleveland, Ohio), issued its complaint dated 
October 23, 1940, against Thompson Products, Inc., 
Cleveland, Ohio, herein called the respondent, al- 
leging that the respondent had engaged in and was 
engaging in unfair labor practices affecting com- 
merce, within the meaning of Section 8 (1) and (2) 
and Section 2 (6) and (7) of the National Labor 
Relations Act, 49 Stat. 449, herein called the Act. 
Copies of the complaint accompanied by notices of 
hearing were duly served upon the respondent, the 
Union, Thompson Products, Inc. Employees Asso- 
ciation, herein called the Association, and Auto- 
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motive and Aircraft Workers Alliance, Inc., herein 
called the Alliance. 

With respect to the unfair labor practices, the 
complaint alleged in substance that from late in 
1933 or early in 1934, the respondent fostered, en- 
couraged, dominated, and interfered with the for- 
mation and administration of the Association, a la- 
bor organization, and furnished it active support 
inter alia by (a) permitting organizational and 
other meetings of the Association to be held on com- 
pany property; (b) furnishing ballots and other 
assistance in connection with the conduct of Associa- 
tion elections; (c) permitting and assisting in so- 
licitation for the Association among the employees 
on company time and property; (d) paying repre- 
sentatives of the Association for time spent on As- 
sociation business; (e€) dominating joint delibera- 
tions of the respondent and the Association through 
a Joint Council provided under the constitution of 
the Association; and (f) publishing propaganda fa- 
vorable to the Association in ‘‘Friendly Forum,”’ 
the respondent’s house organ. 

The complaint further alleged that the Alliance 
is a successor to the Association, and that in 1937 
the respondent fostered, encouraged, dominated, and 
interfered with the formation and administration 
of the Alliance, inter alia, by (a) failing to disas- 
sociate itself from the Association, and, through 
its agents in the Association, encouraging and in- 
viting the formation of the Alliance; (b) suggest- 
ing and securing the passage of a resolution in July 
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1937 indicating its preference for dealing with 
agents who were Association officers; (¢) permitting 
an organization meeting of the Alliance on com- 
pany property; (d) using the balance in the Asso- 
ciation treasury to defray expenses incident to the 
formation of the Alliance; (e) permitting and assist- 
ing active Association members to solicit member- 
ship for the Alliance on company time and property; 
and (f) in other specified ways participating in 
Alliance affairs. The complaint further alleged 
that in addition to the acts recited, the respondent 
interfered with, restrained, and coerced its em- 
plovees by (a) publishing in the said Friendly 
Forum in April 1937 articles derogatory to the 
Union; (b) making a specified anti-union threat 
against a laid-off employee; and (c) by various other 
acts. 

On or about November 28, 1940,! the respondent 
filed an answer admitting certain allegations with 
respect to its business and certain other allegations 
with respect to the Association but denying the 
alleged unfair labor practices. The respondent's 
answer also alleged that the Board had issued two 
previous complaints against it, one on May 12, 
1937,2 and the other on March 18, 1939, which was 


(1) The date for filing an answer was twice ex- 
tended by the Regional Director on the respondent’s 
motion. 

(2) See Matter of Thompson Products, Inc. 
and United Automobile Workers of America, 3 N. 
L.R.B. 332, set aside, National Labor Relations 
Board v. Thompson Products, Ine., 97 F. (2d) 18 
(C.C.A. 6). 
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settled after issuance of the Intermediate Report 
but prior to the Board decision; that both com- 
plaints involved allegations of violation of Section 
8 (1) and (8) of the Act; that in the former case 
the proceeding was eventually dismissed by the Cir- 
cuit Court and the latter case settled; that the 
Board was therefore barred from issuing complaints 
on charges based on any act of the respondent oc- 
curring prior to the date of the complaints in both 
earlier cases (or, in the alternative as to the second 
case, prior to the date of settlement) of which the 
Board through its agents and the Union had knowl- 
edge. The answer further alleged that the exist- 
ence and operation of the Association had been com- 
mon knowledge for 3 years prior to May 12, 1937, 
and, as to the Alliance, for nearly 2 vears before 
March 18, 1939; that as to both, the Board and the 
Union were chargeable with said knowledge and 
barred from proceeding herein upon any matter 
which could have been included in the earlier com- 
plaints. 

As the respondent’s answer itself admits, there 
was no allegation of violation of Section 8 (2) of 
the Act in either of the earlier charges or com- 
plaints. No such findings could have been made 
upon the pleadings. No such allegation was in is- 
sue or litigated. The affirmative defense is based 
upon the theory that with knowledge of the exist- 
ence and operation of the Association and the Alli- 
ance such allegation could have and should have 
been included earlier, and that the failure thus to 
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include it bars its inclusion here. We are of the 
opinion and we find that the affirmative defenses 
raised by the respondent are without merit. 

Pursuant to notice, a hearing was held from De- 
eember 2 through December 6, 1940,3 at Cleveland, 
Ohio, before Samuel H. Jaffee, the Trial Exami- 
ner duly designated by the Chief Trial Examiner. 
At the opening of the hearing, the Alliance filed 
an applieation for leave to intervene, which was 
allowed to the extent that its interests appeared. 
The Alliance thereupon filed an answer denying 
that it was company-dominated. The Board, the 
respondent, and the Alhance were represented hy 
counsel and participated in the hearing. [ull op- 
portunity to be heard, to examine and cross-ex- 
amine witnesses, and to introduce evidence bear- 
ing upon the issues was afforded all parties. At 
the conclusion of the hearing, counsel for the Board 
moved to conform the pleadings to the proof. There 
was no objection and the motion was granted by 
the Trial Examiner. The Trial Examiner reserved 
ruling on a motion of counsel for the respondent 
to dismiss all the allegations of the complaint which 
charged the respondent with violating Section 8 
(1) and (2) of the Act and, on a motion of counsel 
for the Alliance, to dismiss all the allegations in 
paragraph 10 of the complaint.4 Said motions were 


(3) The opening of the hearing was continued 
by the Regional Director from November 20 to De- 
cember 2 on motion by the respondent. 


(4) Paragraph 10 of the complaint alleged va- 


rious acts of the respondent with respect to the for- 
ry cen cms te ee AP th CAN laamnp 
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denied by the Trial Examiner in his Intermediate 
Report. During the course of the hearing the Trial 
ixaminer made various rulings on other motions 
and on objections to the admission of evidence. 
The Board has reviewed the rulings of the Trial 
Examiner and finds that no prejudicial errors were 
committed. Except as indicated below, the rulings 
are hereby affirmed. 

On January 21, 1941, in accordance with a stipu- 
lation entered into between the respective counsel 
for the respondent, the Alliance, and the Board, the 
Trial Examiner issued an order directing correction 
of certain typographical errors in the transcript of 
the hearing.® 

The Trial Examiner thereafter filed his Inter- 
mediate Report dated March 31, 1941, copies of 
which were duly served upon the parties. He found 
therein that the respondent had engaged in and 
was engaging in unfair labor practices affecting 
ecommerce, within the meaning of Section 8 (1) and 
(2) and Section 2 (6) and (7) of the Act and rec- 
ommended that the respondent cease and desist 
therefrom and take certain specified affirmative ac- 
tion deemed necessary to effectuate the policies of 
the Act. On May 9, 1941, the respondent and the 
Alliance filed exceptions to the Intermediate Re- 
port, and on May 20, 1941, submitted briefs in sup- 
port of stich exceptions. 


(5) On May 29, 1941, the Board issued an order 
making ‘Additional Stipulation Correcting Errors 
in Transcript”? a part of record. 
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Pursuant to notice duly served upon all the par- - 
ties, a hearing for the purpose of oral argument 
was helt before the Board on May 22, 1941, in 
Washington, D. C. The respondent and the Alliance 
were represented by counsel and presented argu- 
ment. The Board has considered the exceptions 
to the Intermediate Report and the briefs in sup- 
port thereof and, save as the exceptions are con- 
sistent with the findings, conclusions, and order set 
forth below, finds them to be without merit. 
Upon the entire record in the case, the Board 
makes the following: 


FINDINGS OF FACT 


I. The business of the respondent 

Thompson Produets, Inc., was incorporated in 
1916 under the laws of the State of Ohio and has 
its principal office and place of business in Cleve- 
land, Ohio. It is engaged in the manufacture, sale, 
and distribution of valves, pistons, tie rods, drag 
links, and other metal products used in the auto- 
mobile and aviation industry. The principal raw 
materials used are steel, steel alloys, and aluminum 
alloys. It has manufacturing plants in Cleveland, 
Ohio, and Detroit, Michigan, and several subsidi- 
ary corporations, including one in Canada. This 
proceeding involves only the Cleveland plant of 
the respondent. 

In 1936 the volume of the respondent’s business 
amounted to $10,356,424.76. Of raw materials cost- 
ing approximately $1,775,000 used by the respond- 
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-ent at its Cleveland plant in 1936, $1,250,000 were 
shipped from points outside the State of Ohio. 
Approximately 75 per cent in value of the total 
products manufactured by the respondent are sold 
and shipped outside the State of Ohio. The re- 
spondent stipulated at the hearing that it was en- 
gaged in interstate commerce. 


Il. The organizations involved 


United Automobile Workers of America, Local 
300, is a labor organization affiliated with the Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations, admitting to 
membership employees of the respondent. 

Thompson Products, Ine., Employees Association 
was an unaffiliated labor organization admitting to 
membership employees of the respondent. 

Automotive and Aireraft Workers Alliance, Inc., 
is an unaffiliated labor organization admitting to 
membership employees of the respondent. 


III. The unfair labor practices 


A. Domination of, interference with, and 
support of labor organizations 


1. The Association 
There is no evidence of the existence of any labor 
organization in the plant® prior to 1934. Early in 
1934, at the request of certain of its employees, the 


(6) There are three plants of the respondent in 
Cleveland called, respectively, the Main Plant, the 
Piston Plant, and the Pin (or Ashland) Plant. 
Hereinafter, the word ‘‘plant’’ refers to these three 


plants collectively. 
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respondent cooperated with them in the formation 
of the Association. At a meeting attended by some 
200 o1 300 employees in the respondent’s dining 
room in January 19384, a committee was elected 
to draft a constitution for the Association. After 
the constitution was drafted, it was presented and 
approved at another meeting of the employees. Im- 
mediately the machinery provided in the constitu- 
tion for the election of a ‘‘Committee of Employee 
Representatives’’ was put in motion, those in direct 
eharge of handling its details being the members 
of the ‘Constitution Committee’? who acted as 
temporary officers, assisted by an election commit- 
tee the personnel of which was not disclosed in 
the record. Nomination notices were posted near the 
time clocks. Ballots were supplied by the respond- 
ent. Voting took place in the plant during and out- 
side working hours.’ The seven persons elected 
as representatives thereafter comprised the ‘Con- 
stitution Committee.”’ 

The constitution provided for an employee repre- 
sentation plan for the purpose of collective bar- 
gaining ‘‘through a Committee of Employee Repre- 
sentatives . . . who are vested with the power of 
representing each employee who participates in this 
plan ... The Committee of Employee Representa- 
tives shall have the power to enter into agreements 
with the Company .. . binding upon the participat- 


(7) Association elections were held each year 
until 1937. 
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ing employces.’’ Under the plan, seven employee 
representatives were elected annually from specified 
voting districts. It was required that representa- 
tives be participants in the plan, be employed in 
the district from which they were elected, be over 
21 years of age, and should have been continuously 
employed by the respondent for at least a year. The 
representatives elected their own chairman and 
secretary. 

The constitution required that the respondent 
appoint a committee of seven management repre- 
sentatives; that both committees thereupon meet as 
a Joint Council for collective bargaining; that the 
Council elect its own chairman and secretary; that 
a majority of each constitute a quorum at Joint 
Council meetings; that where a quorum is present 
at meetings of the Joint Council and its committees, 
both employee representatives and management rep- 
resentatives shall be entitled to cast an equal num- 
ber of votes; and that a two-thirds vote shall be 
necessary to decide a question. ‘The constitution 
also barred strikes or ‘‘other independent action 
taken by the employees or their representatives,”’ 
and any matters which had not been satisfactorily 
settled after appeal to the respondent’s Board of 
Dircctors might be submitted to arbitration by such 
method as ‘‘may be determined by the Joint Coun- 
ceil.’’, No provision was made in the constitution or 
otherwise for meetings of the membership of the 
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Association.2 The employee representatives repre- 
sented only ‘‘participants’’ in the plan.? The origi- 
nal Association constitution was thereafter amended 
in particulars not here material. The minutes of 
Joint Council meetings indicate that in practice the 
Council took it wpon itself to amend the constitu- 
tion. 

On February 23, 1934, the respondent and ‘‘the 
members of Thompson Products Inc. Employees 
Association . .. through their elected representa- 
tives’’ entered into an agreement which provided 
inter alia, that the Association and, ‘‘subject to the 
conditions set forth in this agreement,’’ the re- 
spondent, agreed to abide by the obligations imposed 
by the constitution of the Association therctofore 
adopted. It further provided that employees would 
be retained, advanced, and paid ‘‘on the basis of 
their individual merit and without regard to their 
affiliation or non-affiliation with any lawful labor 
or other organization.’’ There was a further pro- 
vision that minimum wages and hours ‘“‘shall be in 
accordance with the provisions of such codes of 
fair competition as Employer may be operating 
under.”’ 

Substantially similar contracts were executed on 
March 4, 1935, and March 2, 1936, respectively, there 


(8) No meetings were in fact ever so held ex- 
cept occasional social meetings held in the plant. 


(9) Regular Joint Council meetings were held 


monthly, and there were occasionally additional 
special meetings. 
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being in addition, however, provisions to the effect 
that regardless of anything in the Association’s 
constitution to the contrary, the respondent reserved 
to itself ‘‘the right to take such action as, in the 
opinion of its President, is necessary to insure the 
well-being and perpetuity of Employer’’; and that 
the respondent was not obliged to comply with any 
amendments to constitution or bylaws thereafter 
adopted unless it first consented in writing. 

When new employees were hired, the respondent’s 
personnel department sent their names to the em- 
ployee representatives. Such new employees were 
then solicited by the representatives for the district 
where the new employees were hired, and in most 
instanees their participation in the plan was se- 
cured. Copies of the constitution of the Associa- 
tion were printed and published by the respondent 
and distributed to employees who applied for mem- 
bership in the Association. Employee representa- 
tives were not only paid by the respondent for time 
spent at mectings of the Joint Council but also for 
meetings of employee representatives and dele- 
gates, 10 

2. The Alliance 

In March and April 1937, the Union was active 

in attempting to organize the respondent’s em- 


(10) Although the position of ‘‘delegate’’? was 
not provided for in the Association constitution, it 
appears that each employee representative ap- 
pout delegates from his department to assist 

im. 
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ployees. At about this time there appeared in the 
respondent's factory newspaper, Friendly Forum,!! 
articles which were favorable to the Association and 
derogatory of the Union. Thus on March. 26.an 
article appeared which in substance stated that 
Association representatives ‘‘were given reason to 
swell their chests in pride’? when Whiting Wilhams, 
‘‘world prominent industrial relations’ counsel’’ 
congratulated them and the respondent in a speech 
that he made the previous week ‘‘on the splendid 
co-operative job’’ they had done ‘‘in placing the 
Company’s labor relations on a sound basis’’; that 
employees could ‘‘do far better for themselves 
through representatives who are their fellow em- 
ployees, than they can through strong-arm agents 
of outside organizations.”’ 

An article published on April 9 reported that at a 


(11) In the 1940 edition of the ‘Thompson 
Products Inc. Employees Handbook’’ published by 
the respondent and distributed to its employees, 
there appears on pages 26 and 27 thereof the follow- 
ing concerning the Friendly Forum: 

. .. Once each four weeks the Company pub- 
lishes a paper, Friendly Forum, which contains 
news of the company and of employees. This 
is distributed free to all employees. 

Employees are responsible for knowledge of 
information published either on bulletin boards 
or in Friendly Forum. Make a practice of 
reading the bulletin boards each day and be 
sure to get your copy of Friendly Forum each 
time it is issued. Also, employees are encour- 
aged to contribute news items to Friendly 
form. 
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union organizational meeting a union organizer was 
‘“Cembarrassed’’ by questions from ‘‘'Thompson’’ em- 
ployees, that he ‘‘failed to answer satisfactorily a 
single question put to him,” and that what happened 
at the meeting was evidence that the employees ‘‘are 
well satisfied with their present method of bargain- 
ing.’’ The same issue of the Forum earried an edi- 
torial entitled ‘‘Whose Job is It?’”’ The editorial 
commented upon a speech which had been made by 
Director of Personnel Livingstone a few days previ- 
ously to members of a similar association at the 
plant of one of the respondent’s subsidiaries. Dur- 
ing that speech Livingstone ‘‘charged the members 
of the Association with the duty of preserving and 
protecting their jobs against the undermining in- 
fluences of young, irresponsible and easily led em- 
ployees’’ who are ‘‘capable of great and perhaps 
permanent injury to a company and its personnel’’; 
that it was ‘‘the old employees . .. who stand to 
lose most through labor disputes,’’ and that hence 
it was ‘‘to their own best interests to exert all of 
their influence in helping to shape proper and sound 
opinions in the minds of new employees.’’ In com- 
menting upon this speech the editorial stated that 
‘‘From the comments of the men who heard the 
address it was obvious that most of them understood 
the common sense contained in the counsel.”’ 

An ‘“‘open letter’’ appearing in the April 9 issue 
addressed to all the employees and signed by the 
Association employee representatives, stated that 
the Association had acted for the employees for 
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over 4 years, that it had secured specified benefits, 
that ‘‘recent statements made by an outside organ- 
ization . . . in an effort to invade our plants” 
prompt the ‘‘candid opinion that no organization 
can secure any concession from Management that 
your present Association cannot secure. And with 
less... ill will... to say nothing about the sav- 
ings in dues or lost time’’; finally, that fellow em- 
ployees were more anxious to adjust employee prob- 
lems ‘‘than an outsider whose only interest is in the 
amount of dues he can collect.”’ 

On April 12, 1937, the Supreme Court upheld the 
constitutionality of the Act.2 On April 15 the 
respondent posted on its bulletin boards a notice 
stating that ‘‘due to interest in, and some mis- 
understanding over’’ the Act, it was taking the 
opportunity to inform employees of its ‘‘high- 
hights.”’ These ‘‘highhghts’’ were summarized in 
five paragraphs. Paragraph 1 stated that the ‘in- 
tention of the Act was to eliminate labor disputes. 
Paragraph 2 quoted the definition of a labor organ- 
zation as contained in the Act but capitalized only 
the phrase ‘‘employee representation committee or 
plan.”’ Paragraph 3 summarized the unfair labor 
practices defined in Section 8 of the Act. Para- 
graph 4 referred to ‘‘the principle of majority 
rule,’’? and stated that ‘‘the collective bargaining 
agency selected by the majority of employees in an 


(12) National Labor Relations Board v. Jones 
& Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 U. S. 1, and companion 
cases. 
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appropriate company unit shall be the exclusive 
representative of all such employees... .’’ Para- 
graph 5 stated that the Act created the Board to 
decide questions of representation and to rule on 
alleged unfair labor practices, but that the Board 
had no enforcement powers. Following these five 
paragraphs there appeared a coneluding observa- 
tion emphasized in capital letters as follows: 


IT SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD THAT 
THIS BILL HAS BEEN A LAW FOR 
NEARLY TWO YEARS, AND THIS COM- 
PANY HAS BEEN OBSERVING ITS 
TERMS. THEREFORE, THE SUPREME 
COURT’S RECENT DECISION CAUSES 
NO CHANGE WHATSOEVER IN PRES- 
ENT PLANT CONDITIONS OR RELA- 
TIONSHIPS. 


In spite of this assurance, there was talk among 
the employee representatives concerning the effect 
of the Supreme Court decisions on the Association. 
As stated by William A. Hoffman, chairman of the 
‘‘employee representatives,’’ in an affidavit sub- 
mitted to the Board’s agent prior to the hearing, 
and supported by his testimony at the hearing, ‘‘it 
became apparent to the representatives of the As- 
sociation that the Association was not within the 
letter and spirit of the Wagner Act. Consequently 
we realized that a change would have to be made.”’ 
Accordingly, Hoffman went to see Raymond S. 
Livingstone, director of personnel for the respond- 
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ent and executive secretary of the Joint Counsel and 
of the ‘‘employee representatives and delegates,’’ 
and suggested, as testified by Hoffman, that his opin- 
ion was that ‘‘We would have to adjust our con- 
stitution because we knew previously that it had 
not conformed to it, and we didn’t know whether 
the Act would be approved by the Court or not.’’ 
Hoffman testified that Livingstone ‘‘felt the same 
as I did; that we had to revise our constitution in 
order to make it conform with the Wagner Act,”’ 
that ‘‘We will certainly have to do something, be- 
cause previous to that we always told the represen- 
tatives how to conduct themselves in their capacity 
as representatives .. .,’’ and that Livingstone also 
said, ‘‘You better get things lined up.’’ Hoffman 
said he would do so. Thereupon Livingstone said, 
‘“We would have to have quick action... We knew 
we were violating the law.”’ 

Hoffman testified under subpoena as a witness 
for the Board. The Trial Examiner found that 
Hoffman was, if not a hostile witness, at least an 
unfriendly one. Livingstone in his testimony did 
not dispute the conversations recited. We find, as 
did the Trial Examiner, such conversations to be 
substantially in accordance with Hoffman’s testi- 
mony. 

On April 23, 1937, an editorial appeared in the 
Friendly Forum entitled ‘“‘At What Profit”? in 
which ‘‘the recently announced terms of the Chrys- 
ler strike settlement”? in which the Union herein 
was involved, was referred to as ‘‘futile’’ and not 
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‘fexactly a smashing victory’’ for the Union. The 
same issue contained an article headed ‘‘Hoffman 
Calls Wagner Act Aid to Association’? in which 
Association ‘‘Chairman Bill Hoffman’’ was quoted 
as to the effect of the Supreme Court decisions up- 
holding the Act. Therein Hoffman stated that the 
Association had ‘‘always been governed by prin- 
ciples which’’ the Act ‘‘now makes a law’’; that the 
Association ‘‘was organized spontaneously by the 
employees . . . and conceived by’’ them. He con- 
eluded that ‘‘Our relations with management at 
present are entirely satisfactory and at this time 
we see no reason to disturb them in any way.”’ 

Prior to a meeting of the representatives and 
delegates of the Association held on April 26, the 
Election Committee’ called upon J. D. Wright, an 
officer of the respondent, to discuss clarification of 
various portions of the constitution of the Associa- 
tion. The Committee also asked Wright’s opinion 
regarding the advisability of incorporating the As- 
sociation. Wright replied that incorporation was 
unnecessary, that the Association ‘‘might be slightly 
improved by the election of officers and also by 
making certain revisions in the constitution.”’ 

The Committee reported this advice at the meet- 
ing of employee representatives and delegates on 


(13) Under the constitution of the Association 
an election committee was appointed by the ehair- 
man of the Joint Council with the consent of the 
Council and consisted of an equal number of em- 
ployee and management representatives. 
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April 26 held in the office of F. C. Crawford, the 
respondent’s president, at which Livingstone was 
present. During the meeting Livingstone made 
suggestions concerning proposed revisions in the 
constitution. He stated that the constitution as 
revised ‘‘should deal only with the purpose of the 
Association, eligibility for membership, and rules 
pertaining to the election and eligibility of repre- 
sentatives’; that ‘‘Any provision for presentation 
of grievances and relationships with Management 
should be included in a contract ...’"4 Pursuant 
to a motion made and carried, a committee was then 
appointed to study and recommend changes in — 
constitution of the Association. 

Between April 29 and May 24 certain changes. in 
the constitution of the Association were decided 
upon by the committee appointed at the April 26 
meeting referred to above. After working hours 
on May 24 a meeting attended by employee ‘repre- 
sentatives and delegates was held in the .respond- 
ent’s dining room. Hoffman, who was then and 


(14) The quotations are from the minutes of: the 
meeting. Since May 7, 1934, Livingstone had not 
only been ‘‘exeentive secretary”’ of the Joint Coun- 
cil but also acted as ‘‘executive secretary’’ of the 
employee representatives and delegates at meetings 
held only among themselves. Livingstone prepared 
the minutes of the above meeting. He resigned as 
“executive secretary’? of the Association at the 
conclusion of the meeting. An election was. then 
held for a new secretary. Harry F. Stuebe; an 
employee delegate, was then elected secretary of the 
employee representatives and delegates. 
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except for the year 1936, always had been, chair- 
man of the employee representatives, presided at 
the opening of the meeting.’ The committee gave 
its report and, according to the testimony of Hoff- 
man, it was accepted. The record does not disclose 
what such revisions were except for the testimony 
of Hoffman that ‘‘at that meeting a revised con- 
stitution to conform to the Labor Act, as declared 
constitutional by the Supreme Court, was adopted.”’ 

Pursuant to acceptance of the report, Hoffman 
retired as chairman of the employee representatives, 
and thereupon, in accordance with the suggested 
revisions the following ‘‘temporary”’ officers were 
elected: Frank Arnold, president; Joseph Vanyo, 
vice president; Harry F. Stuebe, secretary; Paul 
Lucksinger, treasurer.}6 

During the next few days there was some dis- 
eussion among the employee representatives as to 
the advisability of changing the name of the As- 


(15) The minutes of the meeting, if any were 
kept, are not in evidence. 


(16) It is not entirely clear whether the repre- 
sentatives and delegates who had hitherto been in 
office resigned at this meeting and whether such 
resignations, if any were made, were followed by 
new elections and appointments as such representa- 
tives and delegates. If, however, such elections were 
held and appointments made, it did not materially 
alter the situation with reference to the identity of 
such persons, since in any event the same persons, 
with possibly two or three exceptions, continued in 
the same capacities after the meeting as prior to it. 
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sociation and of incorporating it. At the suggestion 
of A. J. Anderson, a former delegate, Stuebe ealled 
on M. A. Roemisch, the attorney who appeared for 
the Alliance in this proceeding.” Roemisch advised 
against incorporating the Association and suggested 
the incorporation of a new organization. He indi- 
eated nis willingness to handle the legal details. 
Stuebe returned within a day or two with the other 
“temporary’’ officers and three or four other em- 
ployees, and Roemisch confirmed the advice. It was 
accordingly decided by this small group to proceed 
with the incorporation. 

Roemisch advanced the necessary incorporation 
expenses,!8 and on June 8, Arnold, Vanyo, Stuebe, 
and Lucksinger signed the Articles of Organization 
of the Alliance, naming themselves therein as the 
temporary trustees. On June 1], the Articles were 
duly filed with the Secretary of State of Ohio. 

On June 14, the four incorporators-trustees met 
with ‘‘the other members’”!® of the Alliance ‘‘at the 


(17) Anderson was a personal client of Roe- 
misch. 


(18) He was reimbursed by the Alliance several 
months later. 


(19) Quoted from the minutes of this meeting. 
In addition to the ineorporators, ‘‘the other mem- 
bers’? were the following employees: Lawrence 
Madge, Joe Strasser, Norbert Roubieu, Joseph 
Bosoty, Thomas MecKiernan and John DeCapite. 
There are variations in the spelling of some of these 
names in the exhibits and transcript of the testi- 
mony. 
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offices of the Corporation,2° for the purpose of hold- 
ing the first meeting, preparing and approving a 
Code of Regulations for the election of the necessary 
officers and committee of representatives, and tirus- 
tees, and for the transaction of such other business 
as may properly be brought before the meeting.”’ 
The ‘‘Code of Regulations”? referred to is appar- 
ently the document in evidence entitled ‘‘Constitu- 
tion and By-Laws” of the Alliance. Arnold and 
Stuebe acted as temporary chairman and temporary 
secretary, respectively, of the meeting. ‘The ‘‘Code 
of Regulations’’ which had already been prepared 
was read, and adopted and signed by the 10 mem- 
bers. Arnold, as temporary chairman, then moved 
that the ‘‘Code of Regulations’’ be waived, and that 
officers and a committee of representatives be 
elected to serve until December 31, 1937, or until 
otherwise replaced by a later election. The motion 
was seconded. The minutes state that ‘‘the names 
of the members were placed in nomination as can- 
didates for officers’? and that balloting followed, 
resulting in the following ‘‘unanimous election’’; 
Frank Arnold, president; Joe Vanyo, vice presi- 
dent; Harry Stuebe, secretary; Paul Lucksinger, 
treasurer. Thereupon the members proceeded to 
elect ‘‘a committee or representatives,’’? which pro- 
ceeding ‘‘resulted in the unanimous election’’ of the 
remaining six members. 


(20) Attorney Roemisch’s law office was and 
continued to be the corporate office. 
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On June 20 a “‘joint meeting of the committee of 
representatives and the officers of the corporation”’ 
was held, consisting of the 10 persons previously 
named. At this meeting election districts were de- 
fined throughout the plant and each representative 
was authorized to appoint four members to a 
‘“Council of Delegates.”’ It was further voted to 
notify the respondent of the intent to seek a con- 
tract and further ‘‘to set up means and methods 
of working out a labor relations committee to per- 
fect the various dealings, complaints and demands 
of this Corporation from the said company.”’ 
Finally, the membership committee appointed at the 
June 14 meeting reported that it had received 912 
applications for membership. 

The constitution of the Alliance was made up of 
the substance of the Articles of Incorporation al- 
ready described. The bylaws, so far as here ma- 
terial, in substance included the following: officers 
and a committee of eight representatives were es- 
tablished, all to be elected annually by ballot of the 
entire membership; eligibility for these positions 
was limited to persons over 21 years old having not 
less than a stated length of membership; the com- 
mittee of representatives was designated as bar- 
gaining agent for the organization; all contracts 
and adjustments to be subject to approval by the 
remaining officers and the Council of Delegates; 
however, questions concerning general pay raises 
and seniority were to be further submitted to the 
corporate members for formal approval; elections 
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were to be held in November, the persons elected to 
take office on January 1 of the following year. 

The officers, representatives, and appointed dele- 
gates jointly constituted the Council of Delegates, 
individual delegates ‘‘being accountable’ to the 
appointing representative, who could revoke the 
appointment at will. Semi-monthly meetings of 
the Council were provided for. It was further pro- 
vided that the president should call a meeting of 
the entire corporation at least quarterly. However, 
the majority of the officers and representatives con- 
stituted a quorum.?! 

During this entire period the Union had been 
active, being engaged, among other things, in pass- 
ing out handbills around the plant. On June 18 the 
following items appeared in the Friendly Forum: 
(1) an editorial entitled ‘‘Where Does It Lead ?’’; 
(2) articles entitled ‘‘$150,000 Added to Wages; Co. 
Secks to Boost Prices’’; and (3) a further article 
entitled ‘‘Alliance Seeks TP Membership.’’ The 
editorial attacked ‘‘the labor movement”’ as rushing 
‘‘ruthlessly along under its newly acquired power’’; 
stated that ‘‘seemingly drunk with its power the 
union grows bolder and bolder in its demands’’; 


(21) It does not appear that general mass meet- 
ings of the membership were held quarterly. Roe- 
misch testified that in addition to the meeting at 
the Little Theater hereinafter des:ribed, there was 
another such meeting in 1938. However, it was the 
custom upon occasion to submit to the membership 
by mil the question of the ratification of some im- 
portant matters. 
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and that the lot of manufacturers who had signed 
eontracts was ‘no better than that of those who’’ 
had not. The opening paragraph of the article 
headed ‘‘$150,000 Added to Wages’’ ete. is suffi- 
ciently illustrative. ‘This paragraph stated that 
‘Gaining quick action in a series of rapid fire meet- 
ings early last week, the Employees’ Association 
won its third substantial wage increase for hourly 
rate employees in less than 8 months...” The 
other article similarly headed was to the effect that 
the respondent’s sales staff intensified a drive to 
secure higher prices for its products following total 
wxge increases of $150,000 annually. The article 
headed ‘‘ Alliance Seeks TP Membership”’ followed 
the tenor of the headline. A statement of Frank 
Arnold, ‘‘temporary president’’ of the Alliance, was 
quoted, stating in substance that the Alliance was 
‘ithe only sane method of bargaining collectively”’ ; 
that the Alliance was ‘‘not asking employees to pay 
high monthly dues’’; and that the ‘‘small nominal 
dues’’ collected would not ‘‘go to pay salaries of 
officers and organizers.’’ The article further set 
forth the names of the other temporary officers of 
the Alliance. 

On June 21, in accordance with action taken at 
the “‘joint meeting of the committee of representa- 
tives and officers’? the previous day, a committee 
consisting of the four Alliance officers (Arnold, 
Vanyo, Stuebe, and Lucksinger) and two repre- 
sentatives, accompanied by Attorney Roemisch, met 
with Livingstone in the office of F. C. Crawford, the 
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respondent’s president. Roemisch produced copies 
of the corporate charter and other incorporation 
papers and presented 833 signed membership cards 
which he said constituted a majority of the respond- 
ent’s employees. He requested the respondent to 
negotiate an exclusive bargaining contract with the 
Alliance. It was arranged that Employment Man- 
ager Naff should check the signatures on the cards 
against the respondent’s employment records. 

On June 23, a letter signed by Arnold, Stuebe, 
and Roemisch was sent to the respondent, which 
stated in substance that the Alliance represented 
75 per cent of the respondent’s Cleveland em- 
ployees, and demanded that the respondent recog- 
nize it as the sole agent for collective bargaining 
within 5 days, and negotiate within 30 days there- 
after a contract covering specified matters. On June 
25, Livingstone replied by letter that a check of the 
signatures on the membership cards indicated that 
831 signatures were genuine; that this was a de- 
cisive majority ‘‘and, in view of the terms of the 
Wagner Act, it leaves us no alternative but to grant 
your organization exclusive bargaining rights.’’ He 
concluded that Crawford would be willing to meet 
with the Alliance for the purpose of negotiating the 
contract. 

Sometime between June 25 and 30, the terms of 
the contract were tentatively agreed upon. On June 
30, what was referred to by Attorney Roemisch in 


_ (22) At this time there was 1,362 employees, 
including supervisors. 
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his testimony ‘‘as a regular mecting of the Allh- 
ance’? was held in his law office. This so-called 
regular mecting was attended by only the officers 
and representatives, 10 in number, previously 
named. No minutes of this meeting were introduced 
in evidence, nor is it clear whether any were made. 
Tt was voted to accept the contract and to authorize 
its execution. 

In the meantime, the activity of the Union still 
continued. There were also several meetings of the 
Joint Council of the Association during the month 
of June and the final meeting was held on July 1. 
On the latter date it was agreed that since a ‘‘new 
union’’ now represented a substantial majority of 
the employees, the contract of the Association should 
be terminated. Livingstone, who was present at 
this meeting, stated that it was now appropriate that 
a resolution be drafted ‘‘as a testimonial to the 
achievements of the Association.’’ Thereupon 
Wright, the respondent’s secretary, moved that 
employee representative Stuebe be requested to 
draft such a resolution. The motion was passed. 

In accordance with the vote at the July 1 meet- 
ing of the Joint Council, an agreement was simul- 
taneously drafted between the respondent and ‘‘the 
members of Thompson Products, Ine. Employees’ 
Association’’ purporting to terminate the Associa- 
tion contract. On behalf of ‘‘the members”’ this 
agreement was signed by six Association representa- 
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tives and one delegate.22 The contract, inter alia, 
recited that the members represented that by rea- 
son of the fact that ‘‘another organization’’ now 
represented a majority of the employees, the As- 
sociation had been dissolved on June 11, 1937. 

In accordance with the vote taken at the July 1 
meeting of the Joint Council concerning the testi- 
monial referred to above, Stuebe prepared a resolu- 
tion which stated that the employee representatives 
extended their sincere thanks to the management 
representatives for the consideration shown them 
at all times; that the representatives of manage- 
ment in turn complimented the employee repre- 
sentatives for their sincere efforts to better working 
conditions, and trusted that the ‘‘employees in gen- 
eral may appreciate the efforts put forth in their 
behalf and continue to select men of equal intelli- 
gence and courage to present their problems to 
Management for adjustment ...’’ The resolution 
further recited that the Association had existed 
from ‘‘Bebruary 19, 1934 to July 1, 1937. . .”’ 

Livingstone testified that he received the draft of 
the resolution in August. He approved of it and 
instructed his stenographer to type it. After she 
typed it, she asked him ‘‘what to do with it.”’ 


(23) Lawrence Madge, Howard Blake, Norbert 
Roubieu, Joseph Bosoty, John D. DeCapite, Joseph 
Vanyo, and Thomas McKiernan (delegate). The 
record indicates that these designations were in 
error as Blake and Vanyo were delegates, and the 
others employee representatives. 
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Livingstone replied, ‘‘Put it in the minute book, 
right on top.’’ Although places were indicated on 
the resolution for the signatures of both the em- 
ployee and management representatives, it was not 
signed. 

On July 2, the contract between the respondent 
and the Allianee was signed. Under it, inter aha, 
the respondent recognized the Alliance as the excln- 
sive representative of its Cleveland employces 
eligible for membership in the Alliance for the pur- 
poses of collective bargaining. ‘The contract also 
provided for the creation of a Labor Relations 
Committee ‘‘consisting of an equal number of Alhi- 
anee and Management representatives for the pur- 
pose of adjusting such grievances”’ arising with the 
employees that cannot be amicably and expeditiously 
adjusted by the foreman, with the individual rep- 
resentatives of the Alliance. The contract was 
signed by Arnold and Stnebe as president and sec- 
retary, respectively, on behalf of the Alliance, and 
by Crawford and Wright as president and secre- 
tary, respectively, on behalf of the respondent. On 
July 16, a supplement to the contract was executed 
which clarified grievance and bargaining procedure. 

At the time of the meeting of the 10 Alliance 
members in Roemisch’s law office on June 30, above 
recited, it was agreed that a mass meeting of the 
entire membership would be held following the 
execution of the contract for the purpose of obtain- 
ing approval of the contract. Pursuant to this 
understanding, a meeting was held in the Little 
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Theater of the Public Auditorium in Cleveland 
early in August. Frank Arnold, the Alliance presi- 
dent, presided. Attorney Roemisch attended and 
made a speech outlining the contract. There was 
thereafter some discussion and finally approval was 
obtained. 

In October 1938 further contracts were made 
between the respondent and the Alliance, which 
were substantially the same as the 1987 contract. 
At the time of the hearing, the Alliance was still in 
existence and its structure was substantially as it 
had been when created. The Friendly Forum was 
still being published and distributed. 

As indicated hereinabove, the 10 employees who 
were the leaders in the formation of the Alliance 
were Frank Arnold, Joe Vanyo, Harry F. Stuebe, 
Paul Lucksinger, Lawrence Madge, Joe Strasser, 
Norbert Roubieu, Joseph Bosoty, Thomas McKier- 
nan, and John DeCapite. 

Frank Arnold was an employee delegate of the 
Association in 1936 and 1937, and was elected presi- 
dent of the Association on May 24, 1987. He be- 
came one of the four Alliance incorporators, tem- 
porary trustee, presiding officer at its early meet- 
ings, one of the signers of its contract, and first 
president of the Alliance. Joe Vanyo was an em- 
ployee delegate of the Association in 1935, 1936, 
and 1937 and was elected vice president thereof on 
May 24, 1937. He signed the July 1, 1937, agree- 
ment which terminated the existing Association con- 
tract. He was an incorporator of the Alliance, a 
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temporary trustee, and vice president thereof in 
1937 and 1938. Harry F. Stuebe was an employee 
delegate of the Association from 1935-1937, and was 
elected secretary on April 26, 1937. He was also 
an Alliance incorporator, temporary trustee, and 
one of the signers of all the Alliance contracts. He 
was secretary of the organization in 1937, even 
prior to its incorporation, and thereafter secretary- 
treasurer in 1938-1940. Paul Lucksinger was an 
employee delegate of the Association in 1937, and, 
according to the testimony of Hoffman, ‘‘it may be 
he (Lucksinger) was elected treasurer’’ at the 
May 24 meeting. However, Hoffman was under 
the impression that offices of secretary and treasur- 
er were combined. Lucksinger was the remaining 
incorporator of the Alliance and temporary trus- 
tee, and also treasurer of the organization in 1937. 

The other six leaders in the formation of the 
Alliance were equally prominent in the Association. 
Lawrence Madge was an employee delegate of the 
Association for part of 1935 and representative for 
the remainder of the year, and served in the latter 
capacity in 1936-1937. He was one of the signers 
of the Association contract of March 2, 1936, and 
also signed the agreement of July 1, 1937, terminat- 
ing the Association contract. He was one of the 
first six self-appointed Alliance employee repre- 
sentatives other than the officers, and acted in that 
capacity for the years 1937-1939. Joe Strasser was 
an entployee delegate of the Association in 1934, 
representative in 1935-1937, and chairman in 1936. 
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He was one of the signers of the Association con- 
tracts of March 4, 1935, and March 2, 1936. He 
was one of the original representatives of the Alli- 
ance and one of its first three regular trustees. 
Norbert Roubieu was an employee representative 
of the Association in 1936-1937. He signed the 
Association contract of March 2, 1936. He also 
signed the July 1, 1937, contract of termination. He 
was one of the first Alliance representatives, and 
acted in that capacity during part of 1937 and in 
1938 as well; he was also one of the three original 
regulaz trustees. 

Joseph Bosoty was an employee representative of 
the Association in 1935-1937. He signed the As- 
sociation contract of March 2, 1938; also the con- 
tract of termination. He was an Alliance repre- 
sentative in 1937-1939. Thomas McKiernan was 
either a delegate or representative of the Associa- 
tion during the years 1935-1937. He signed the 
Association contract of March 2, 1936, and the agree- 
ment of July 1, 1937, terminating it. He was an 
Alliance representative from the beginning of its 
organization and was still acting in that capacity at 
the time of the hearing. He was one of its first 
three regular trustees. John DeCapite was an em- 
ployee representative of the Association in 1937. 
He signed the July 1, 1937, agreement terminating 
the Association contract. He was an Alliance rep- 
resentative from the beginning of the organization 
and was still acting in that capacity at the time of 
the hearing. 
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In addition to the men above enumerated, it 
should be noted that Chester McMullen, who acted 
as the chairman of the committee for revision of 
the Association’s constitution in April and May 
1937, was an Association employee delegate in 1935- 
1936 and successively delegate and representative 
in 1937. Also on the committee for constitution 
revision were Stuebe, Madge, Roubieu, and De- 
Capite. 


(3) Conclusions as to the Association 
and the Alliance 

The respondent cooperated in the formation of 
the Association. Representatives of the Association 
were paid by the respondent for time spent in con- 
nection with affairs of the Association. ‘The struc- 
ture of the Association imdicated the respondent’s 
control through the Joint Council, its governing 
body. The employees were limited in their free 
choice of representatives. No meetings of partici- 
pants were provided for or held. Association ex- 
penses were met by the respondent. This conduct, 
begun before the Act was passed, continued there- 
after. The entire record indicates that the Assccia- 
tion was merely an advisory agency supported by 
the management for adjusting differences with the 
employees within management limitations. It was 
formed, existed, and functioned only through the 
respondent’s control, participation, financial sup- 
port, and sufferance. 

Despite the fact that the Supreme Court decisions 
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of April 12, 1937, made it plain to the respondent 
that the continuance of the Association was illegal, 
the respondent, 3 days later, posted a notice to its 
employees emphasizing that the Court’s action 
“‘causes no changes whatsoever in present plant con- 
ditions or relationships.’’ We find that subsequent 
to July 5, 1935, the respondent dominated and in- 
terfered with the administration of the Association 
and contributed financial and other support thereto, 
and that the respondent thereby interfered with, re- 
strained, and coerced its employees in the exercise 
of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act.24 

The manner in which the Alliance was formed, 
and the support granted to it by the respondent dur- 
ing the period of its formation, clearly indicated the 
desire of the respondent to retain control of its em- 
ployees’ representatives. The leaders of the Asso- 
ciation were the originators of the Alliance. In the 
eyes of the employees, they were representatives of 
the management.2> The Association was not aban- 


(24) See National Labor Relations Board v. 
Pennsylvania Greyhound Lines, Inc., et al., 303 
U. 8. 261; National Labor Relations Board v. New- 
port News Shipbuilding & Dry Dock Co., 308 U. 8. 
941; National Labor Relations Board v. H. E. 
Fletcher Co., 108 F. (2d) 459 (C.C.A. 1), enf’g 5 
N.L.R.B. 729, cert. den. 309 U.S. 678. 


(25) For the significance of such duplication of 
personnel coupled with substantial continuity of ex- 
istence, see, International Association of Machinists 
v. National Labor Relations Board, 110 F. (2d) 29 
(App. D. C.), aff’d 311 U. 8. 72; National Labor 
Relations Board v. Link-Belt Co., 311 U. S. 584. 
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doned until the Alliance was finally established.26 
Not only was there no cleavage between the Asso- 
ciation and the Alliance, as was the respondeit’s 
duty under the circumstanees,2? but the respondent 


(26) The respondent contends that the Associa- 
tion was formally dissolved on June 11, 1937. There 
is no evidence of a formal dissolution of the As- 
sociation except for the recital in the July 1, 1937, 
agreement terminating the contract between the As- 
sociation and the respondent that the ‘‘members 
represent that the Association was dissolved as of 
June 11, 1937.’’ Whatever inference may be derived 
from this recital is rebutted by other facts such as 
the notation in the resolution drafted by Stuebe, 
secretary of the Association, and approved by Liv- 
ingstone, the respondent’s director of personnel, 
that the Association existed from February 19, 1934, 
to July 1, 1937, the meeting of the Joint Council on 
July 1, and the article in the June 18, 1937, issue 
of the Friendly Forum under the heading ‘‘150,000 
Added to Wages.’’ The only finding that we can 
make under the circumstances, as we now do, is that 
the Association as such ceased to function as a labor 
organization after July 1, 1937. 


(27) As the Court said in Western Union Tele- 
graph Co. v. National Labor Relations Board, 118 
F. (2d) 992 (C.C.A. 2), an ‘‘absolute and public 
cleavage between the old and the new’’ was neces- 
sary. In Westinghouse Electric & Mfg. Co. v. Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board, 112 F. (2d) 657 
(C.C.A. 3), aff’d 61 S. Ct. 736, the Court, comment- 
ing upon the disestablishment order in the Newport 
News ease, supra, said: nt 

The reason for this was that, although the 
new union would be lawful, if freely formed, it 
had in fact avisen out of the earlier organiza- 
tion, and the company had done nothing to 
mark the separation between the two and pub- 
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also furnished direct support to the Alliance by the 
Friendly Forum attacks on the Union and other out- 
side labor organizations, and by articles extolling 
the Alliance.22 We are of the opinion and we find 
that the Alliance was the successor to the Associa- 
tion, and that the employees were never given the 
opportunity freely to choose their own representa- 
tives. 


licly to deprive the successor of the advantage 
of its apparently continued favor * * * The em- 
ployees at large had not been advised that the 
company was wholly indifferent whether they 
joined the new union, and that, as it might, and 
probably did, appear to be a successor of the 
old. The separation should have been made 
plain, and with it the discontinuance of any 
continued countenance from the employer. The 
theory is that in cases such as this, where an 
unaffiliated union seems to the employees at 
large to have evolved out of an earlier joint or- 
ganization of employer and employees, the 
Board may take it as datum, in the absence of 
satisfactory evidence to the contrary, that the 
employees will suppose that the company ap- 
proves the new, as it did the old, and their 
choice is for that reason not as free as the 
statute demands. 


(28) The respondent asserts that the publication 
of the Friendly Forum articles was fair comment 
and privileged within the first amendment to the 
Federal Constitution. Viewed in their setting the 
articles were not only coercive but in some instances, 
such as the article in the June 18, 1937, issue under 
the heading ‘‘ Alliance Seeks TP Membership,”’ con- 
stituted direct support to the Alliance. The fact 
that such statements were in printed forms does not 
afford the respondent any greater protection. More- 
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The respondent and the Alliance contend that the 
operation of the Alliance as a bargaining agent dis- 
pels any inferenee or presumption of ‘‘company 
domination or control.’’ While the minutes of the 
Labor Relations Council of the Alliance indicate that 
the employee representatives presented demands 
which were accepted by the management after dis- 
cussion and submission of counterproposals, ‘‘the 
fact that the employees received a measure of success 
with the kind of organization permitted them by the 
employer does not forfeit their right to organize dif- 


over, it may be noted that the Friendly Forum is 
the business organ of the respondent and not a pub- 
lieation for the general dissemination of news. ‘‘lix- 
pressions of opinion concerning labor unions by an 
employer, either written or merely spoken, may be 
of such nature that their effect is to coerce and in- 
timidate the employees contrary to the provisions of 
the National Labor Relations Act. To hold that 
such expressions, when employer manifestly in- 
tended to give them such an effect, are not violative 
of the Labor Act, would be to nullify the provisions 
of the Act and to thwart the publie policy evidenced 
by said Act.’? National Labor Relations Board _v. 
Chieago Apparatus Company, 116 F. (2d) 753 
(C.C.A. 7), enf’g 12 N.L.R.B. 1002. See also, Beth- 
lehem Steel Company, ete., et al. v. National Labor 
Relations Board, May 12, 1941 (App. D.C.), enf’g 
14 N.L.R.B. 539; National Labor Relations Board 
v. Reed & Prinee Mfg. Co. (C.C.A. 1) decided April 
21, 1941; National Labor Relations Board v. New 
Era Die Inc., 118 F. (2d) 500 (C.C.A. 3), enf’g as 
mod. 19 N.L.R.B. 227; Valley Mould and Iron Corpo- 
ration v. National Labor Relations Board, 116 F.(2d) 
760 (C.C.A. 7) enf’g 20 N.L.R.B. 211. 
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ferently if they wish and does not legalize the ob- 
struction by the company of such a change.’’29 

We find that the respondent dominated and inter- 
fered with the formation and administration of the 
Alliance, and contributed support thereto, and has 
thereby interfered with, restrained, and coerced its 
employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed 
in Section 7 of the Act.2° We further find that the 
agreements entered into between the respondent and 
the Alliance and the contractual relationship ex- 
isting thereunder have been, and are, a means of 
utilizing an employer-dominated labor organization 
to frustrate the exercise by the respondent’s em- 
ployees of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the 
Act. 

The Trial Examiner found that the allegation in 
the complaint that the balance in the Association 
treasury was used by the Association to pay Alli- 
ance formation expenses was not borne out by the 
evidence. We concur in this finding. Accordingly 
such allegation will be dismissed. 


B. Interference, restraint, and coercion 
The complaint alleges, inter alia, that the respond- 


(29) Corning Glass Works v. National Labor Re- 
lations Board, et al., 118 F. (2d) 625 (C.C.A. 2), 
enf’g as mod. 15 N.L.R.B. 598; see also, National 
Labor Relations Board v. Newport Shipbuilding & 
Dry Dock Co., 308 U. S. 741. 


(30) See Link-Belt Co. v. National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, 311 U. S. 584; National Labor Rela- 
tions Board v. Dow Chemical Co., 117 F. (2d) 455 
(0.C.A. 6) enf’g as mod. 138 N.L.R.B. 993. 
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ent engaged in interference, restraint, and coercion 
contrary to the Act in that on May 8, 1940, Plant 
Manager McBride told a laid-off employee that if 
the later ever had anything to do with the Union 
he would never be taken back to work. This was 
denied by the respondent in its answer. This in- 
cident involved Earl Bennett, a former employee 
representative of the Association. McBride was ill 
at the time of the hearing and did not appear, but 
the parties stipulated with respect to the testimony 
that he would give if called. MceBride’s version was 
that on several occasions between the latter part of 
1939 and July 1940 Bennett called him on the tele- 
phone and inquired about a position, and that he 
(McBride) referred Bennett to Naff in the employ- 
ment office. However, McBride did not expressly 
deny Bennett’s testimony that a position would be 
refused Bennett if he had anything to do with the 
Union. 

Bennett testified that the alleged statement was 
made to him by McBride in the latter’s office in a 
face-to-face conversation and he named several em- 
ployees who had seen him in McBride’s office. Me- 
Bride stated that he had no recollection of any face- 
to-face talk with Bennett during 1940. Although 
the Trial] Examiner found that Bennet was in some 
particulars not an impressive witness, he neverthe- 
less credited Bennett’s testimony since the respond- 
ent failed to call as witnesses the persons named by 
Bennett as having seen him in McBride’s office on 
that date to rebut such testimony. Upon examina- 
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tion of the record, we find that Bennett’s testimony 
was contradictory in many respects and that he was 
thoroughly discredited as a reliable witness. We 
have therefore disregarded his entire testimony. Un- 
der the circumstances we find that there is insuf- 
ficient evidence to support the above allegation of 
the complaint and, accordingly, it will be dismissed. 


IV. The effect of the unfair labor 
practices upon commerce 

We find that the activities of the respondent set 
forth in Section III above, occurring in connection 
with the operations of the respondent described in 
Section I above, have a close, intimate, and sub- 
stantial relation to trade, traffic, and commerce 
among the several States, and tend to lead to labor 
disputes burdening and obstructing commerce and 
the free flow of commerce. 


V. The remedy 

Having found that the respondent has engaged in 
unfair labor practices, we shall order it to cease and 
desist therefrom and take certain affirmative action 
designed to effectuate the policies of the Act. 

We have found that the respondent has dominated 
and interfered with the administration of the Asso- 
ciation and has contributed financial and other sup- 
port thereto. Since the Association as such has 
ceased to function and there appears no likelihood 
of its reestablishment, we shall not order that it be 
disestablished. We have further found that the re- 
spondent has dominated and interfered with the 
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formation and administration of the Alliance and 
has contributed support thereto. The effect and 
consequences of the respondent’s domination, in- 
terference with, and support of the Allianee, as well 
as the continued recognition of the Alliance as the 
bargaining representative of its employees, consti- 
tute a continuing obstacle to the free exercise by 
its enrployees of their right to self-organization and 
to bargain collectively through representatives of 
their own choosing. Because of the respondent’s 
illegal conduct, the Alliance is incapable of serving 
the respondent’s employees as a genuine collective 
bargaining agency. Moreover the continued recog- 
nition of the Alliance would be obstructive of the 
free exercise by the employees of the rights guar- 
anteed them by the Act. Accordingly, we wil! order 
the respondent to disestablish and withdraw all rec- 
ognition from the Alliance as the representative of 
any of its employees for the purpose of dealing with 
it concerning grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates 
of pay, hours of employment, or other conditions of 
employment. 

We have also found that the contracts entered 
into between the respondent and the Alliance have 
been a means whereby the respondent has utilized an 
employer-dominated labor organization to frustrate 
self-organization and defeat collective bargaining 
by its employees. Under these circumstances, any 
continuation, renewal, or modification of such agree- 
ments would perpetuate the conditions which have 
deprived employees of the rights guaranteed them 
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by the Act and would render ineffectual other por- 
tions of our remedial order. We shall therefore 
order the respondent to cease giving effect to any 
contracts between it and the Alliance, or to any 
modification or extension thereof. Nothing in the 
order, however, shall be taken to require the re- 
spondent to vary those wage, hour, and other such 
substantive features of its relations with the em- 
ployees themselves, which the respondent may have 
established in performance of these contracts as ex- 
tended, renewed, modified, supplemented or super- 
seded. 

Upon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact, 
and upon the entire record in the ease, the Board 
makes the following: 


CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


1. United Automobile Workers of America, Local 
300, affiliated with the Congress of Industrial Or- 
ganizations, and Automotive and Aircraft Workers 
Alliance, Ine., are labor organizations, and Thomp- 
son Products, Ine., Employees Association was a 
labor organization, within the meaning of Section 
2 (5) of the Act. 

2. By dominating and interfering with the ad- 
ministration of Thompson Products, Ine, Em- 
ployees Association, and contributing financial and 
other support thereto, and by dominating and in- 
terfering with the formation and administration of 
Automotive and Aireraft Workers Alliance, Inc., 
and contributing support thereto, the respondent 
has engaged in, and as to the Alliance is engaging 
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in, unfair labor practices, within the meaning of 
Section 8 (2) of the Act. 

3. By interfering with, restraining, and coercing 
its employees in the exercise of the rights guaran- 
teed in Section 7 of the Act, the respondent has en- 
gaged in and is engaging in unfair labor practices, 
within the meaning of Section 8 (1) of the Act. 

4. The aforesaid unfair labor practices are un- 
fair labor practices affecting commerce, within the 
meaning of Section 2 (6) and (7) of the Act. 

5. The respondent has not engaged in unfair 
labor practices within the meaning of Section 8 (2) 
of the Act in so far as the complaint alleges that the 
balance in the Association treasury was used by the 
Association to defray Alliance formation expenses. 

6. The respondent has not engaged in unfair 
labor practices within the meaning of Section 8 (1) 
of the Act in so far as the complaint alleges that on 
May 8, 1940, the respondent, through its plant man- 
ager, sought to discourage the union activity of a 
laid-off employee. 


ORDER 


Upon the basis of the above findings of fact and 
conclusions of law, and pursuant to Section 10 (c) 
of the National Labor Relations Act, the National 
Labor Relations Board hereby orders that the re- 
spondent, Thompson Products, Inc., Cleveland, 
Ohio, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, 
shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 
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(a) Dominating or interfering with the admin- 
istration of Thompson Products, Ine., Employees 
Association, and with the formation or administra- 
tion of Automotive and Aireraft Workers Alliance, 
Ine, or any other labor organization of its em- 
ployees, and from contributing financial or other 
support to said labor organizations or to any labor 
organization of its employees; 

(b) Giving effect to any and all contracts, or 
supplements thereto or modifications thereof, with 
Automotive and Aireraft Workers Alliance, Ince. ; 

(c) In any other manner interfering with, re- 
straining, or coercing its employees in the exercise 
of the right to self-organization, to form, join, or 
assist labor organizations, to bargain collectively 
through representatives of their own choosing, and 
to engage in concerted activities for the purpose of 
collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protec- 
tion as guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. 

2. Take the following affirmative action which 
the Board finds will effectuate the policies of the 
Act: 

(a) Withdraw all recognition from Automotive 
and Aircraft Workers Alliance, Ine., as the repre- 
sentative of any of its employees for the purpose 
of dealing with the respondent concerning griev- 
ances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours 
of employment, or other conditions of employment, 
and completely disestablish Automotive and Air- 
eraft Workers Alliance, Inc., as such representa- 
tive; 
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(b) Post immediately in eonspicuous — places 
throughout its plants at Cleveland, Ohio, and main- 
tain for a period of at least sixty (60) consecutive 
days from the date of posting, notices stating: (1) 
that the respondent will not engage in the conduct 
from which it is ordered to cease and desist in para- 
graphs 1 (a), (b), and (ce) of this Order; and (2) 
that it will take the affirmative action set forth in 
paragraph 2 (a) of this Order; 

(ec) Notify the Regional Director for the Eighth 
Region in writing within ten (10) days from the 
date of this Order what steps the respondent has 
taken to comply herewith; 

And It Is Further Ordered that the complaint be, 
and the same hereby is dismissed, in so far as it 
alleges that the balance in the Association treasury 
was used by the Association to defray Alliance for- 
mation expenses, and in so far as it further alleges 
that on May 8, 1940, the respondent, through its 
plant manager, sought to discourage the union 
activity of a laid-off employee. 

Signed at Washington, D. C., this 1 day of Aug., 
1941. 

[SEAL] HARRY A. MILLIS 

Chairman 
EDWIN 8. SMITH 
Member 
WM.M. LEISERSON 
Member 
National Labor Relations 
Board 
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FLORENCE LAVERNE NEAL, 


ealled as a witness by and on behalf of the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance, having been first 
duiy sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin): Will you state your 
full name? 

A. Florence Laverne Neal. 

Q. Do you work at Thompson Products in Bell, 
California ? A. Ido. 

Q. How long have you been there? 

A. Since February 27, 1941. 1942, rather, I 
should say. 

Q. 1942? A. Yes. 

Q. What is your position there? 

A. Timekeeper in the shop. 

@. Are you now a member of the Alliance? 

A. Yes, Iam. [564] 

Q. Were you ever approached or asked by any- 
one to join the C.1.0.? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Where? 
A. During working hours in the shop. 
@. Well, where at in the shop? 
A. In the time booth. I was in the time booth. 
Q. Did one or more ask you to join? 
A. As near as I remember there were two of 
them. At the time I was new there. I remember 
one of them and the other one I don’t recall who he 
was. 

Q. Can you name the one that you know? 

A. James Crank. 
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Q. What shift were you on at the time, do you 
know ? 

A. It was the swing shift, from 3:30 until mid- 
night. 

Q@. Were you asked more than once by these 
people? 

A. Oh, yes, I was approached several times. 

Q. Could you state any of the conversations you 
had with Mr. Crank? 

Mr. Moore: Object, if the Examiner please. It 
is immaterial. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will sustain the 
objection. 

Mr. Baldwin: That will be all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Mr. Moore, any 
questions? [565] 


Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore): How long did Mr. Crank 
talk to you when he asked you to join? 

A. Well, he asked me several different times, but 
I don’t recall the length of time that it took him to 
ask me. 

Q. Did it interfere with your work? 

A. Well, naturally it was during working hours. 

Q. Did it interfere with your work? 

A. Well, I don’t know what you mean by that 
exactly. I had other work to do at all times. 

Q. Well, did it interfere with your work? 

Mr. Watkins: I object to the repetition of the 
question as being argumentative. The witness has 
answered. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will sustain the 
objection. 

Mr. Moore: No other questions. 

Mr. Watkins: I have no questions. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Anything further? 

Mr. Baldwin: No. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Whittemore): Did you 
report this to anyone? A. Pardon me? 

@. Did you report this to anyone? 

A. What do you mean? 

Q. That Mr. Crank had talked to you during 
working hours and asked you to join the C.1.0.? 

[566 | 
A. You mean did I report it to anyone at the 


plant? 
Q. Yes. A. Why, yes, I have. 
Q. To whom? 
A. Well, I don’t know. To various ones. 
Q. When? A. At the time of the incident. 
Q. All right. 
A. It wasn’t discussed—no—at length, if that 


is what you mean. 

Q. Well, you have a foreman or forelady, or 
something there? 

A. Yes, we have a foreman in the shop. 

Q. Did you report it to the foreman? 

A. No, I didn’t report it to the foreman. 

Q. To whom did you report it? 

A. Well, I didn’t exactly report it. I didn’t 
report it. 
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Q. Then you haven’t reported it? A. No. 

Q. How did Mr. Baldwin know about it? 

A. Well, I have discussed it, yes, but I didn’t 
report it to a foreman. 

Q. Did you report it to Mr. Baldwin? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When? 

A. Well, I don’t remember the time that I re- 
ported it to [567] Mr. Baldwin. 

Q. Did he come to you and ask you if anyone 
had? 

A. No. Mr. Baldwin didn’t question me as to 
that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 

Mr. Baldwin: Mr. Examiner, I think I can 
clear it up if I ask two questions. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Go ahead. 


Redirect Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Miss Neal, at the time 
that you were asked to join the C. I. O. it had 
happened on numerous occasions and at that time 
you asked me, I believe, what to do about it? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, now, just 
a minute. If you want to take the stand, I have 
no objection at all. 

Mr. Baldwin: All right, then I will ask her 
differently. I am sorry. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) You mentioned the in- 
cident to me and [I told you not to worry about it. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, now, wait 
a minute. 

Mr. Baldwin: I am sorry. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I am going to 
overlook the fact of your not being an attorney 
in this matter, but just ask questions, don’t testify. 
If you want to take the stand later I have no ob- 
jection that you should. 

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, sir, thank you. [568] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: If you have any 
questions to put to the witness, why, please do so. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Miss Neal, you didn’t— 
or, rather, you told someone about the imeident? 

A. Yes, I have. 

Q. And do you know 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Now, wait just 
a minute. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


The Witness: May I say something? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Surely. On the 
record. 

The Witness: Well, at this time I was very 
new there and I didn’t know a thing about the 
C. I. O. or practically any other union because 
I didn’t have anything to do about them, and that 
was what brought up my asking Mr. Baldwin about 
it in the first place, because I am not familiar with 
the C. I. O. or any other union in a ease of this 
kind. It was the first time I had ever worked in 
a factory and that was the time that I asked 
Mr. Baldwin about it. 
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Q. (By Trial Examimer Whittemore) When 
did you ask him? 

A. Shortly after I was contacted. I went to 
work there the latter part of February and it 
was in March that they approached me. 

Q. Did you go to Mr. Baldwin or did he go 
to you? 

A. No, I went to Mr. Baldwin because I didn’t 
know anything [569] about the unions. 

@. Did you go to him during working hours? 

A. No, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: You didn’t. All 
right. 

Mr. Baldwin: Well, I believe that will cover it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Does that cover 
that point? 

Mr. Baldwin: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. Then 
you are excused. Thank you very much. 

(Witness excused.) 


Mr. Baldwin: Mr. Gibbon. 


WILLIAM ALBERT GIBBON, 


called as a witness by and on behalf of the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance, having been first 
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Will you state your full 
name, please? 
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A. William Albert Gibbon. 

Q. Do you work for Thompson Products at 
Bell, California ? As Yes: sir. 


Were you asked more than once? 

Yes, Sin. 

At any other place besides the wash room? 
Well, I work swing shift, graveyard, and at 


@. How long have you worked for them? 

A. Since 1940, January 1940. 

Q. What is your position there? 

A. Thread grinder operator. 

Q. Are you a member of the Alliance? [570] 

A, Yes, sim 

Q. Were you at any time asked to join the 
C. 1. Qe A. I was. 

@. Where? A. In the wash room. 

Q. Was that during working hours? 

A, Yes, sir. 

Q. 

ING 

Q. 

A. 


that time I am all over the shop, and many a time— 
I was approached at the tool crib and, well, there 
was quite a few places. 

Q. Can you state— 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. I will move that 
the latter part of the answer ‘‘a great many places’”’ 
be stricken. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I believe I will 
let it stand. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Can you state by whom 
you were approached ? 

A. Elmer Smith, for one. The other fellow I 
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don’t know his name. He’s a new fellow in the 
shop. 


Q. Did Mr. Smith ask you more than once? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did Mr. Smith ever hand you a card? [571] 
A. Well, when the 

Q. Just say whether he did or not. 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know what was on the card? 

A. No, I don’t. 

Q 


You didn’t look at the card at all? 

A. No, sir. The one time he gave me a card, 
it was a place of meeting, where they were going 
to hold a meeting of some kind. J don’t know what 
it was. He asked me—it had that address and the 
name of a fellow’s house. That was one card. But 
there was another card too. 

Q. You couldn’t state whether or not it was an 
application card in the C. I. O.? 

A. No, I didn’t pay much attention. 

Mr. Baldwin: That is all. 


Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you ever report to 
anyone that you had been asked to join the C. I. O.? 

A. No, sir. 

Mr. Moore: No one at all. 

Mr. Watkins: Pardon me. May I have the ques- 
tion read? 

(The question was read.) 


Q. (By Mr. Moore) When did you join the 
Alliance? 
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A. Well, I can’t state the date that I joined. 
I have belonged for about two and a half years. 
[572] 
Q. Did someone request you to join the Alli- 
ance? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Who did that? 
A. Well, fellows outside, that works there in 
the plant talked to me. 
Do you know who they were? 
Yes, sir. 
Who was it? 
One was Jimmy Clayball. 
Who was another? 
Well, I can’t recall their names, all who 


ee 


asked me to join. 
Q. They always talked to you off work, is that 
right? A. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Moore: That is all. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: That is all. 
(Witness excused.) 


Mr. Baldwin: Mr. MeIntire. 


GEORGE EDWARD McINTIRE, 


called as a witness by and on behalf of the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance, having been first 
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Will you state your 
name, please? 
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A. George Edward McIntire. [573] 

Q. You work for Thompson Products in Bell? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How long have you worked there? 

A. Seven years, I believe, in January last. 

Q. About 1935, the year 1935? 

A. 736, I believe. Now I wouldn’t say for sure. 

Q. Janurary 1936. What is your position there? 

A. Flash welder. 

Q. Did you know Mr. Kangas? 

im Yes, sir. 

Q. Did Mr. Kangas ever ask you to join the 
©. I. O.? A. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Watkins: What Kangas is that? 

Mr. Baldwin: Victor Kangas. 

Mr. Watkins: The witness’ testimony, I think, 
should be straightened out on that, if that is who 
im is. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Was this Victor Kan- 
gas? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where did he ask you to join the C. L. 0.? 
Where were you at the time? 

A. In the front office, the shop, in Bell. 

Q. Did Mr. Kangas tell you why he wanted 
you to join the C. I. O.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Can you relate the conversation? [574] 

A. J think I ean relate most of it. 

@. Did he call you into the office? 

A. He sent my boss out and asked me to come 
into the office. 

@. And did you go into the office? 
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A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And what did Mr. Kangas say to you? 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. I object to it until 
a time is established. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Perhaps you had 
better establish a date. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) About when? 

A. Well, it’s approximately two months—well, 
I would say in May. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Whittemore) This 
year ? 

A. No, in °37. I couldn’t state the exact date 
because I don’t remember it. 

Mr. Moore: May I have the answer read? I 
didn’t quite get it. 

(The answer was read.) 


Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) You say it was approxi- 


mately May, 1937? A. Yes, sir. 
Q@. What did Mr. Kangas say to you at that 
meeting ? 


A. He told me at that time that the company 
had changed hands and that he looked for them 
to send out a new shop foreman and let him go; 
that they were going to hire some [575] new em- 
ployees in the shop and let a lot of the employees 
go, and he asked me to join the C. I. O. and told 
me that there was three or four other fellows 
joining and wanted us to get together and organize 
a CG. I. O. and stand behind him and in turn he 
would stand behind us and see we were not dis- 
charged and we would stand behind him and see 
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that they didn’t discharge him; if they did, why, 
we'd all walk out. 

Q. At that time was there any feeling of un- 
rest in regards to Thompson taking over the plant? 

Mr. Moore: Object to the question. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: No, I will permit 
the witness to answer. 

The Witness: Well, everybody seemed more or 
less satisfied. There was naturally a little unrest, 
but not knowing who was coming in and so on 
and so forth, why, we didn’t know anything about 
Thompson Produets; to the extent we didn’t know 
what to look for; but otherwise J would say no. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Whittemore) What do 
you mean? There was or there wasn’t? 

A. Well, there wasn’t. 

Q. And yet naturally there was. Just — is it 
you mean? 

A. Well, you’re working for one company and 
they sell to another one; you don’t know just what 
this other company does, their policies. [576] 


JOHN ROBERT BOWMAN, 


called as a witness by and on behalf of the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance, having been first 
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Will you state your full 
name, please? 


750 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of John Robert Bowman.) 

A. John Robert Bowman. [579] 

Q. You work at Thompson Products in Bell, 
California? AL es srcir. 


Q. How long have you worked there? 

A. Since February, 1940. 

Q. What is your position there? 

A. Grinder operator, finish, Cincinnati. 

@. Are you a member of the Alliance? 

A. Yes, sir. 

@. Did anyone ever approach you and ask you 
to join the C. [. 0.? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Can you state where? 

A. Yes, sir. When I used to finish grind Doug- 
las Aircraft bolts, I have to go from my machine 
into where they ground them, the next operation 
would be mine, and I have to go in and pick them 
up ‘and then bring them back out and finish them. 
And Mr. Hess from the grinder had finished the 
heads and then [I finished the stem and radius; 
and whenever J would go to get bolts he would 
talk to me about the C. I. O. and ask me to join. 

Q. This obviously was during working hours? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, now, let us 
find out, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. Baldwin: Surely. [580] 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Was this during work- 
ing hours? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Don’t let us pass 
on whether it is obvious or not. 

The Witness: Yes, sir, it was. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: You have to ask 
him when it was. Don’t draw conclusions. 

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Could you state about 
how long ago this was or when it was? 

A. Oh, I would say it was probably in Mareh 
or April. 

Q. Of what year? A. This year. 

Q. 1942. Were you ever approached by anyone 
else and asked to join the C. I. 0.2 

A. No, sir, I don’t believe I was. 

Mr. Baldwin: That is all. i 


Cross Examination — 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Have you ever been a 
member of the C. I. O.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q@. When did you join? 7 

A. I joined the day that he was talking to me 
about it, and then I decided it wasn’t so good and 
so I quit. 

Q. You testified, didn’t you, that he would usu- 
ally talk to you? 

A. He would talk to me when I would go to get 
bolts at his [581] machine to bring to mine. 7 

Q. Now you say you joined on the day he talked 
to you? A. That is right. 
Which time was it? . _ 
Just what I said. a 
How many times did he talk to you? 
Well, I don’t know. It was several times. 


Pore 
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A box of bolts would last me about two hours, and 
I would have to go back and get some more. 


Q. Did he only talk to you on one day? 

A. Well, several days before that, too. 

Q. When did you join the C. I. 0.? 

A. Well, let me see. I don’t know when it was. 

Q. Pardon me. 

A. I don’t remember the date it was. 

Q. Would you say approximately? 

A. No, I wouldn’t, because I wouldn’t be sure. 

Q. You have no idea when you joined the 
C. I. 0.2? 

A. Well, it was some time this year. Probably 


some time in March or April. 

Q. And when did you drop out of the C. I. 0.? 

A. About a month after I joined. 

Q. Why? 

A. Because it wasn’t no good. 

Q. What was wrong with it? [582] 

A. There wasn’t anything I think of that wasn’t 
wrong with it. 

Q. Did you attend any meetings of the C.I.0.? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How many? 

A. I think there was two. 

Q. What happened at those meetings that made 
you think there was nothing to it? 

A. Well, heck, I don’t know. It’s just 
_ Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I am not in- 
terested in what this witness thinks one way or the 
other. 
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The Witness: Could I just give my opinion? 

Mr. Moore: No. 

The Witness: Or reason? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: No. That has no 
bearing on the issues here. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Were you a member of 
the Alliance before you joined the C.I.0.? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And since you resigned from the C.1.0. did 
you rejoin the Alliance? 

A. I never did quit the P.M.P.W.A. 

Q@. You never did quit it? 

A. No, sir. I kept on paying my dues. 

Q. You were a member of both, then, for a 
period? [583] 

A. Yes, for one month. [584] 


—____—_-- 


EDWARD FRANCIS COLLATZ 


called as a witness by and on behalf of the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance, having been first 
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Will you state your full 
name, please? 

A. Edward Francis Collatz. 

Q. Do you work for Thompson Products in 
Bell, California? [585] Jy Ete (or 

Mr. Watkins: May I interrupt a minute? How 
do you spell this name? 
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The Witness: C-o-l-l-a-t-z. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) How long have you 
been employed there? 

Let’s see. I believe it was in June, 1940. 
What is your position ? A. Electrician. 
Are you a member of the Alliance? 

I am. 

Did you know Mr. Elmer Smith? 

Yes, I Knew him. 

Did you ever have any conversation with Mr. 
Smith relating to unions or their activities? 

A. Several. 

Q. Did Mr. Smith ever state a preference for 
unions other than the Alliance? A. Yes. 

Mr. Moore: I will object to that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Was Smith an 
employee there? Who was this Smith? 

Mr. Moore: He was an employee but it is not 
shown that he was anything more than just an em- 
ployee. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Who is this Smith 
anyway ? 

The Witness: Well, at the time he was—— [586] 

Mr. Baldwin: He was a lathe hand. 

The Witness: He was a lathe hand down there. 
But at the time he was a committeeman for the 
P.M.P.W.A., the Alliance. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t know what 
bearing this has, what he may have said, two em- 
ployees talking to each other. 


OPorPeop 
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Mr. Baldwin: Well, Mr. Smith has testified here 
and I would like to . 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, go ahead. 
Is this brief ? 

Mr. Baldwin: Yes, it is. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Al] right. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Did Mr. Smith—I asked 
that question before. Did Mr. Smith state a pref- 
erence to you for the C.I.0.? 

A. Yes, he did at the time. He stated that while 
he had only been a committeeman a short time, and 
I thought it was an odd statement, due to the fact 
that he was elected to the Alliance, and then tell me 
in his own heart he preferred the C.I.O. 

Q. Will you state as closely as you can what the 
conversation was? 


A. Well, at the time they were motorizing a 
machine down there that he happened to be work- 
ing on, a lathe, and I [587] asked him how he liked 
his new job as committeeman. He said he didn’t 
like it, it was all right, he said, but, he said, his 
heart was in a larger organization. And at the time, 
of course, naturally, he and I used to argue about 
it, just our own opinions, and I asked him why he 
thought that a larger organization, which he stated 
the C.1.0., was better than our little organization, 
and he went on and tried to explain about the power 
of it, and so forth. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Whittemore) Just a 
minute. You started this conversation, didn’t you? 

A. No, he did. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: Read back the 
witness’ answer, please. 

The Witness: No, that is right, I started it, I 
guess. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Whittemore) You ad- 
mit you started the conversation ? 

A. Yes, I started it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right, then I 
think you should forego any further questions on 
this point. 

Mr. Baldwin: I merely wanted to have him state 
the conversation exactly as it was. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t think it is 
necessary. The witness has testified now that he 
started the conversation. Now whatever may have 
been said as a result of any questions he may have 
asked I don’t think is material. [588] 

Mr. Baldwin: I will ask one question then. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Did Mr. Smith ever tell 
you he had a brother as a paid organizer in the 
C.1.0.? 

A. Yes, that’s what the conversation was about. 

Q. He did state that fact to you? 

A. Absolutely. He said he was in the east and 
he was a paid organizer. And, of course, I expressed 
my personal opinion. 

Q. Well, we won’t go into your opinion. 

At the time was he a committeeman with the 
Alliance ? A. That is right. 
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Q. Can you state the approximate date that this 
occurred ? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Smith himself tes- 
tified to that, didn’t he? 

Mr. Baldwin: He merely testified to the fact 
he said his brother was a paid organizer in the 
C.1.0. after he had left the Alliance. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, just what 
difference does it make whether he was in the Al- 
liance or not? 

Mr. Baldwin: Well, trying to show that Mr. 
Smith was not working for the best interests of 
our organization. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, suppose he 
wasn’t? 

Mr. Baldwin: Well, it would have a bearing on 
this. It would have a bearing on this trial that has 
come up. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, I have no 
objection [589] if the witness can fix the time of 
this conversation. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) Can you fix the time of 
that conversation ? 

A. Yes. It was in December, around the first 
part of December. ow 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Whittemore) What 
year ? A. 1941. 

Q. (By Mr. Baldwin) 1941. Did you report 
that to anyone or did you talk to anyone about it? 

A. No, at the time I didn’t, outside of, just like 
the rest of the fellows working down there, why, 
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it was just a matter of conversation. The boys 
elected him committeeman and he turned right 
around. - 

Q. Well, did you say this in a group at any time 
anywhere ? 

A. Several times, but I just don’t recall to 
whom. 

Mr. Baldwin: That is all. 

Mr. Moore: No questions. 


Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Did Mr. Elmer Smith 
say where his brother was located back east? 

A. Why, he said he was in the east and I as- 
sumed by the fact that he was back in Cleveland. 

Mr. Watkins: That is all. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: That is all. You 
are excused. Thank you. 

(Witness excused.) [590] 


Mr, Baldwin: I believe that is all the witnesses 
I will call, Mr. Examiner. [591] 


WILLIAM I. METZGER, 


called as a witness by and on behalf of the respond- 
ent, having been first duly sworn, was examined and 
testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Are you employed by 
Thompson Products, West Coast Division? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. In what capacity? 
A. Plant comptroller. 
Q. Are you familiar with the time cards used by 
that company, past and present? A. Yes. 
Myr. Watkins: May I please have this marked 
as Respondent’s Exhibit 3? [595] 
(Thereupon the document referred to was 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 3, for 
identification. ) 


Q. (By Mr. Watkins) I show you, Mr. Metz- 
ger, a card marked for identification as Respond- 
ent’s Exhibit 3, and will ask you to state briefly 
what that is. 

A. It is a semi-monthly time card for the half 
month ended July 31, 1937 for L. A. Porter. 


Q. Is that Louis A. Porter? A. Yes. 
Q. And did you have that taken out of your 
office records at the plant? A. Yes. 


Mr. Watkins: I will offer Respondent’s 3 for 
identification into evidence, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Any objection ? 

Mr. Moore: No objection. 

Mr. Watkins: And I should like to have per- 
mission to submit a photostatic copy in the place 
of it. 

Mr. Moore: I have no objection to that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. The doc- 
ument is received in evidence. 

(Thereupon the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 
3, was received in evidence.) 
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Mr. Watkins: JI want to ask the witness one 
question about it. [596] 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Mr. Metzger, I will re- 
fer you to Respondent’s Exhibit 3, to the date 
which I believe is shown on there, of July 27, 1937, 
and will ask you what time on that date Mr. Porter 
ehecked in and checked out? 

A. He checked in in the morning at 5:58, out 
at noon at 12:00 o’clock, in in the afternoon at 1:22 
and out in the evening at 4:31. 

Q. Does that card also show what time he was 
paid for that day? 

A. It shows he was paid for nine hours. 

Q. Mr. Metzger, directing your attention to a 
time some time in, I believe, the year 1938, were 
you with the Kinner Aircraft Company about that 
time? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have any difficulty of any character 
involving valves? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you explain as briefly as you can just 
what that was? 

A. There was evidence that Kinner valves were 
being stolen and sold on the market. This was 
brought out by Mr. Herring of Airplane Parts and 
Supply, who was in that business, and he found 
them on the market being sold, as we call it, bootleg 
valves. 

@. Did you have some reason to believe that it 
might be happening through Thompson Products, 
or at that time, [597] Jadson Motor Parts? 
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A. Yes, they were readily identified as Jadson 
valves. 

Q. Did you check with regard to it with anyone 
at Jadson? 

A. Yes, we checked with Mr. Hileman, who was 
the general manager. 

@. Did you have any visit subsequent to that 
time from anyone from Thompson or Jadson con- 
cerning this matter? 

A. Yes. Mr. Louis Porter visited us at Kinner 
some time about the first of June of 1938. 

@. On more than one occasion or just once? 

A. Just once. 

@. And that was with respect to an investiga- 
tion, was it, of these valves? 

A. Yes. He was getting the information, all the 
information we had, in trying to run down the 
source of these valves. 

Q. Yes. Some time after this instance did you go 
over as an officer or employee of Jadson? 

A. Yes. 

@. About what time? A. July 1, 1938. 

Q. Then, after you went over to Jadson, did 
you have any discussion of any character with Mr. 
Hileman concerning this investigation ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Will you say, if you can recall, where it 
took place? [598] 

A. It was in his office. 

Q. Who was present? 
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A. So far as I ean reeall just Mr. Hileman and 
myself. 

Q. About when was it? 

A. During the first half of July, I would say. 

Om Of 1938? A. Of 1938. 

Q. Yes. Will you state what was the discus- 
sion? What was said by each of you? 

A. Why, Mr. Hileman said he wanted to reim- 
burse Mz. Porter for his time and energies in con- 
nection with this valve investigation, and that the 
amount he wanted to pay him was $40 and he asked 
me what my opinion was of the way it should be 
paid. We decided to pay it in cash, rather than by 
check. 

@. Did you have a discussion as to your reasons 
for doing it in that fashion? A. Yes. 

@. What was your discussion in that regard ? 

A. It was thought that the—it might have been 
an inside job. That is, someone within the plant 
might have been taking valves out, and we did not 
want anyone in the office to know that this money 
was being paid to Mr. Porter. 

Q. Why did you say that? In other words, if you 
had given him a check, what difference would that 
make? 

A. Well, it would have to go through a number 
of hands, [599] and we didn’t know who was in- 
volved at the time and we didn’t care to have gen- 
eral knowledge that there was an investigation 
being made. 
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Q. Did you have any talk about this payment to 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Victor Kangas? You, your- 
self ? A. I don’t recall I did. 

Q. Did you subsequent to this discussion receive 
any expense voucher of any character involving this 
transaction ? 

A. Yes. I received an expense account. 

Mr. Watkins: May I have this marked, please, 
as Respondent’s next in order? 

(Thereupon the document referred to was 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 4, for 
identification. ) 


Q. (By Mr. Watkins) I show you Respondent’s 
Exhibit 4 for identification, entitled at the top 
‘“Weekly Report of Expense, Name: L. A. Porter,”’ 
and ask you if that is the document to which you 
refer? A. Yes. 

Q. I direct your attention to certain notations 
of ‘‘approved’’ at the top. You will note certain 
initials there. The top one, I will ask you if you 
know whose initials those are? AD NGce 

Q. What are the initials? A. VEEK. 

Q. And whose initials are they? [600] 

A. Victor Kangas. 

Q. Are you familiar with his initials and his 
signature, in your work down there? A. Yes. 

Q. And the initials underneath the ‘‘approved”’, 
whose are those? 

A, P.D.H.; that’s Paul D. Hileman; 

Q. And are you familiar with his signature? 

A. Yes. 
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Mr. Watkins: I will now offer this in evidence 
as Respondent’s Exmbit 4. 

Mr. Moore: No objection. 

Mr. Watkins: I would like to also have the 
privilege of withdrawing it and putting in a photo- 
static copy. 

Mr. Moore: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: The document will 
be received and a substitution may be made for the 
original. 

(Thereupon the document heretofore marked 
for identification as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 
4, was received in evidence.) [601] 
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Jadson Motor Products Co. 


LEWIS LEROY LONG, 


called as a witness by and on behalf of the re- 
spondent, having been first duly sworn, was ex- 
amined and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Will you state your 
full name, please? [609] 

A. Lewis Leroy Long. 

Q. What is your official capacity at Thompson 
Products? A. General foreman. 

@. And have you been in that shop for some 
period of time? A. Two years. 
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Q. What was your position for the predecessor 
company immediately prior to that? 

A. Foreman. 

Q. Mr. Long, Mr. Louis Porter, you know him, 
do you? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Mr. Louis Porter testified that, I believe, 
at some time in 1941, I can’t give you the date of 
it, he talked to you near the tool crib and stated, 
in effect, that you said to him: We have got 
plenty of reports of your C.I.O. talk. 

Do you remember of any eonversation of that 
character with Mr. Porter? 

A. I have never had any conversation. 

@. Would you say positively you did not make 
that statement, or that in substance? ' 

A. To my knowledge, yes. 

Q. To that effect? What do you mean by: to 
your knowledge? 

A. Ihave never talked to Louis about any union 
activities. 

@. Mr. Porter further testified that this same 
afternoon of this date, that you came to him and 
said, in substance: Lou, let’s get along; but I 
don’t think much of that damned [610] C.I.0. Fur- 
ther than that, when you are wearing your C.LO. 
button you are sticking your neck out and some- 
body will knock it off. 

Do you reeall any such conversation with Mr. 
Porter? 

A. Never had any conversation with him like 
that. 
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Q. Wuill you say positively you didn’t say what 
vou were supposed to have said on that, in sub- 
stance? Ay hates scorect: 

Mr. Watkins: You may cross examine. 


Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Long, directing your 
attention to the period for 1941, would your answer 
be the same if that period were 1942? 

A. Yes, it would. 

@. Do you remember when Mr. Louis A. Porter 
came to the Board, here, in order to give informa- 
tion to the Board? 

A. J know nothing about it. 

@. Did he leave the plant one day in order to 
come up here ? 

A. TI know nothing about it. 

@. When was the first time you did know he 
had been up here? 

A. I have known he has been up here? He 
don’t tell me what he does when he leaves the 
plant. 

Mr. Watkins: JI cannot quite hear you, Mr. 
Long. 

The Witness: He didn’t tell me what he was 
doing when he left the plant. He told me he was 
sick. [611] 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did Mr. Kearns tell you? 

A. No, he didn’t. 

@. You mean you have never learned, to this 
moment, that Mr. Porter came up here and gave 
evidence to the Board for use in this case? 
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A. Well, probably after this was started. 

Q. What do you mean by: after this was 
started ? 

A. When he took days off down at the shop 
he didn’t tell me where he was going, and I didn’t 
ask him. 

Q. When did you first learn he had given in- 
formation for use in this case? 

When the case started up here. 

You mean after October 1, 1942? 

That’s right. 

You didn’t learn it before October 1, 1942? 
I wouldn’t have any reason to. 

Well, did you? A. No. 

At the time Mr. Porter quit out there you 
knew nothing at that time about his having given 
information to the Labor Board concerning the case 
in which the company was involved? 

A. I didn’t know anything about a Labor Board. 
I knew he had had some trouble with the F.B.I. 

Q. You didn’t know he had been at the Labor 
Board ? A. No. [612] 

Q. Did you have trouble with Mr. Porter at the 
plant at any time? 

A. No trouble at all with him. 

Q. Did you ever talk to him? 

A. Talked to him every day. 


OOPoPopr 


@. Every day? A. Sure, about his work. 
Q. Did you give him instructions about his 
work ? A. Certainly. 


Q. Who was his foreman? 
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A. Well, there was the shift foreman. 

Q. Who was that? 

A. Otto Gensler, Orville Brockett. 

Q. Do you go to every employee and give him 
instructions every day? 

A. If they need any instructions, I do. 

@. How do you know whether they need instruc- 
tion or not, before going to them? 

A. Well, if they are having trouble; Lou had 
quite a bit of trouble with his machine. 

Q. You went to him every day and talked to 
him? 

A. Well, in passing by I would always stop and 
see how he was getting along. 

@. Did he ever talk to him about anything be- 
sides what he was working on? [613] 

A. Well, we talked about quite a bit of things. 

Q@. What subjects have you discussed besides 
his work? 

A. Well, it was mostly his work there at the 
plant. 

@. What else? A. That’s all. 

@. You said you had discussed other subjects. 
What other subjects? 

A. Well, football games and sports, and wrest- 
ling matches. He is quite a wrestler. 

Q. Do you remember all your discussions with 
him, and all the subjects you discussed ? 

A. What did you say? 

@. Do you now remember all the subjects you 
have discussed with him? 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. vital 


(Testimony of Lewis Leroy Long.) 
Well, that’s all we have talked about. 
The subjects you have named? 
That’s right. 
There could have been others? 
No. 
r. Moore: That is all. 
r. Watkins: No further questions. 
(By Trial Examiner Whittemore) Do you 
know that Porter was in the C.I.0.? 
A. No, I didn’t. 
Q. Did you ever see his button? [614] 
A. No, he never wears his button. If he was 
in the C.1.O. he didn’t have a button on. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: That is all. 
Mr. Watkins: No further questions. 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: You are excused. 
Thank you. 


©ESrPoOPOF 


FRANK HOWARD RUNYAN, 


called as a witness by and on behalf of the respond- 
ent, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Were you at one time 
employed by Jadson Motor Parts and Thompson 
Products, Ine. ? A. JI was. 
Q. Will you state during what period? 
A. Intermittently from 1929, April of that year, 
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until May of 1933, and since that time on, con- 
tinuously until August 8, 1940. 

Q. Did you leave of your own volition on August 
8, 1940? A. I dad: 

Q. What work have you been doing since that 
time ? 


A. Police officer in the City of Southgate. 

@. That is your capacity at the present time? 

A. Tt as; 

@. My. Runyan, did you join the C.1.0. in the 
spring of 1937? [615] A. I did. 


@. About when, as nearly as you can recall it? 

A. I believe it was in the month of May. 

Q. This was before the independent union was 
formed down there? 

A. The Pacific Motor Parts Alliance? 


Q. Yes. A. It was prior to that. 
Q. Did you try to get other employees to join 
the C.I.0. during that period ? A. JI did. 


Q. What was your situation in the plant with 
respect to the C.L.0.? If you will, just describe it 
briefly. 

A. I was trying to get the fellows to organize 
and join the C.1.0. to better working conditions. 

Q. Were you one of the leaders at that time in 
trying to organize for the C.I.0.? 

A. There was no established leadership. We 
merely worked under our own conscience, and the 
direction of the business agent. 

Q. Well, did you have more intimate contact 
with the C.1.0. organizer in connection with the 
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organization, than most of the other boys down 
there ? Nee did: 

Q. Was anybody else with you in that? [616] 

A. Yes, Gene Higgins was an employee of the 
company at that time. 

Q. Did you have contact during this period with 
the C.1.0. organizer, as to what was going on at 
Thompson ? eee Lec: 

Q. Who was the C.L.O. organizer? 

A. I don’t reeall the full name, his last name 
was Rogers. 

Q. Charles Rogers, or Chuck Rogers? 

A. I believe they called him ‘‘Chuck.”’ 

Q. Yes. In this period of 1937, will you state 
what the general situation was in the plant? That 
is, the early part of 1937, say, from May until 
July. 

A. We were trying very hard to organize the 
men in the C.I.0.; they were very slow in coming 
in. I believe we had about 25 men lined up that 
were luke warm, or in favor of it, and there was 
less than ten that actually paid anything in as mem- 
bers. 

Q. Were you familiar with the records of appli- 
eants at that time, to the C.1.0.? 

A. I did go through them on one occasion I re- 
eall. 

Q. What was the maximum number of appli- 
eants vou had at any time during this period ? 

A. That is paid applicants? 

Q. Paid applicants. 
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A. I believe the exact number was seven, al- 
though I do not know [617] positively it didn’t 
exceed ten. 

Q. How many applications, maximum number 
of applications did you have, paid and unpaid? 

A. We had 25 lined up. 

Q. That is the maximum number you had at any 
time during the 1937 period? A. Wes: 

Q. Or, during the entire year of 1937, so far 
as you know? 

A. So far as I know, yes. 

Q. When you were attempting to get members 
for the C.LO., as you testified, and, incidentally, 
did yeu do any of it on company time? 

A. I did. 

‘ Q. Did you, during this period, run into any 
opposition so far as the employees were concerned 
in connection with joining the C.I.0.? 

A. Yes, I did. There was a great number of 
reactions, but the two that were most striking, one 
reaction was: It was a little too radical for them 
and they were afraid, before we could do any good 
as to bettering working condtions, we would have 
to have a strike, and they were afraid of a strike; 
and another reaction was that a dollar a month 
was too much dues to pay a union. 

@. Were there complaints at that time about 
working conditions or wages or anything of that 
kind? [618] 

A. Well, the wages were very low and the 
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general working conditions, that is, the intangible 
things, such as some of the direction of the work, 
was very unsatisfactory to most of us; that is, in 
relation to time put in, and overtime, and et cctera. 

Q. During this period we are discussing, which 
is some time around the middle of 1937 and prior 
to the formation of the union down there, .the in- 
dependent union, was there any discussion about 
the formation of an independent union? 

A. There was at one time, considerably prior to 
the formation of the union there, interest in the 
C.I.O. when the Drake brothers were in control 
of the plant. We were going to join the A. F. of 
L. and we did at one time have some contacts there. 

I don’t recall who was trying to organize the 
shop. One fellow was working in the pin depart- 
ment. a 

Q. That was along in 1935 and 1936, that activ- 
ity with the A. F. of L.? 

A. Yes. And at that time we had talk in re- 
gard to whether we would have a company union, 
sponsored, I believe, by Lyman Hodges for the 
Drake brothers, or whether we would go A: F. of 
L., as sponsored by—I can’t recall the fellow’s 
name; I believe he is still employed there; and at 
that time it was obviously a company-sponsored 
affair and it was emphatically voted down. 

Q. And that was in 1935 or 1936? [619]: 

A. Somewhere during that time. 

Q. Now, in 1937, around July, the month of 
Julv of that year, was there at that time some fur- 
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ther discussion among the men about forming an 
independent, or did some of the men say some- 
thing to you when you were trying to organize the 
C.1.0., about forming an independent? 

A. Yes, there was some discussion. I do re- 
eall one with Floyd Pfankuch, that we wouldn’t 
have any outsiders handling our affairs and we had 
quite hot arguments as to whether we should have 
amateurish handling of our affairs or professional 
direction. 

@. And your arguments were: that you were 
for the outside and he was for the inside? 

A. That was the situation. 

@. How do you spell his name? 

A. Pfankuch? P-f-a-n-k-u-t-ce-h, I believe. 

Mr. Pfankuch: That is wrong. P-f-a-n-k-u-ce-h. 

The Witness: He is sitting back there. You 
had better ask him. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) You recall, do you, the 
time when the Alliance was formed, the independ- 
ent union, in 1937? A. Yes, I do. 

Q@. When the men first went in to eall on the 
management about forming an independent union? 

A. I remember that. [620] 

Q. Did you, in the interests of the C.I.O. at 
that time, and as one of the men in the plant most 
interested in it, make an investigation of what was 
going on? A. We did the best we could. 

Q. For what purpose? 

A. To show a connection between the Alliance 
and the company. 
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Q. After your investigation—in other words, I 
understand you were trying to find out whether or 
not that union was started by the company. Is 
that correct? A. That’s right. 

Q. And the C.I.0., then, did make some reports 
with respect to it? 

A. That I don’t know. All the information I 
found I turned over to Rogers, which was practi- 
eally nil. 

Q. Do you know what was finally done about it, 
so far as [621] your union was concerned, the 
C.1.0.? 

A. I remember the last discussion I had with 
Rogers about it. 

@. What was that? 

A. ‘*We may as well forget the whole thing. The 
men in the plant didn’t want a union. There was 
no use trying to force it on them.’’ 

Q. About when was that? Can you fix the ap- 
proximate date? 

A. It must have been early in the fall, I imag- 
ine. 

Q. Of what year? A. 1987. 

Q. Did you subsequently join the Alliance? 

A. I did. 

Q. When did you join it? 

A. I believe during the month of October, 1937. 

Q. Some time in the latter part of that year? 

A. Yes. It may have been a little closer to the 
end of the year than October, but I do believe it 
was in October. 
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Q. When you joined it had your feeling changed 
any, so far as your attitude towards the independent 
union as against an outside union? 

Mr. Moore: I object to that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: What bearing has 
that ? 

Mr. Watkins: I just wanted to show the atti- 
tude of this employee with respect to the matter 
in this particular plant, Mr. Examiner. [622] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I don’t know as 
I am interested or that the record is interested or 
that the issue is interested in what this man’s atti- 
tude was. 

Mr. Watkins: All right. I will stand with 
whatever the Examiner wishes to rule. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Well, if you feel 
it has a bearing in your case I wouldn’t want to 
prevent you putting it in. What I want to know 
is: ‘What difference does it make? He joined. 

Mr. Watkins: My whole point, Mr. Examiner, 
is that here we have a witness who has no connec- 
tion with the company whatsoever, no feeling of 
any kind, for or against, and also, even though he 
belonged to the Alliance he still felt an outside 
union might be the better thing, but he stayed in 
that institution. He wasn’t a fellow who went all- 
out for the Allianee and therefore tried to help 
them any way he could. That was the purpose of 
the question. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Go ahead. 
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The Witness: Repeat the question, please. 
(The question was read.) 


The Witness: No, it did not. J still felt the 
outside organizer could handle the business of the 
employees much better than an amateur. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) After you joined the 
independent, did you continue to make any effort 
to find out whether or [623] not the company fe 
any control over it? A. I did. 

Q@. Did you find any evidence of any character 
along that lne? 

Mr. Moore: I object to that. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: I will permit the 
witness to answer. me. 

The Witness: No, although there was no serious 
or lasting effort to find any evidence. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) In other words, you 
just didn’t see anything that would indicate it. Is 
that it? A. That’s the situation. 

Q. I believe you stated that you checked’ the 
C.1.0. records regarding Thompson Products back 
in 1937 to determine who down there had made 
application for membership and who had paid 
dues, and so forth? A. That’s right. 

Q. Do you know whether or not Lou Porter 
ever made application or became a member of the 
C.1.0. at any time during 1937? 

A. If he did it was without my eaeiecee 

Q@. When you checked the records, could you 
testify positively at the present time he was or was 
not among those applicants? 
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A. He was not among those noted. 

Q. About when was it you checked these rec- 
ords? [624] 

A. That would be just guessing. I couldn’t 
answer that definitely. If you want me to guess, 
I will fry. 

Q. I would like for you not to guess, but tell 
us, as nearly as you can, with respect to the date 
involved here, which is the latter part of July, 1937. 

A. I believe it was some time during September, 
as it was at the time, or within the week in which 
we dropped the matter. 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. May I have that 
question ? 

(The record was read.) 


Q. (By Mr. Watkins) This was September of 
1937 ? A. Iam sure it was. 

Q. Who checked the records with you? 

A. Rogers and myself were alone in the office 
at the time, I am sure. [625] 


FLOYD N. PFANKUCH 


a witness called by and on behalf of the Respond- 
ent, being first duly sworn, was examined and tes- 
tified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
By Mr. Watkins: 
Q. Will you state your full name, please. 
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A. Floyd N. Pfankuch. 

Q. Mr. Pfankuch—is that the correet pronuncia- 
tion? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you state how long you have been with 
Thompson Products and its predecessor company, 
Jadson ? 

A. Approximately seven and a half years. 

Q. Seven and a half years. What is your work 
at the present time ? 

A. At the present time I am set up man and 
supervisor. 

Q. What was it in July of 1937? 

A. 1937 I was machine operator. 

Q. Directing your attention to a period on and 
shortly before [633] the month of July of 1987, 
what was the general situation at Jadson plant 
among the men, their attitude, and so forth? 

A. Personally I didn’t know very many of them 
because at the time I was employed there I didn’t 
know anybody in the plant there. I did get ac- 
quainted with a few of the men through working 
with them and eating lunch with them, and so forth, 
and found they were a fairly good sort of bunch, 
and at the time, why, they were talking about get- 
ting into some union to better the working condi- 
tions and get more wages because they thought we 
‘were underpaid according to some of the other 
plants in the neighborhood. 

Q. Yes. Had some of the men belonged to the 
A. F. of L. prior to that time, do you know? 
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A. Well, yes, some of them had told me about 


joining. 
Q. Had you belonged to the A. F. of L. prior to 
that time? A. No, sir, I hadn’t. 


Q. During this latter part of July, 1937, were 
you among the group of men who went into man- 
agement’s office to ask them about an independent 
union ? 

A. No, I did not go into the office to ask them 
about one. 

Q. Did you go into the office with a group of 
some 15 or 20 men to talk to management, about 
the latter part of 193872 

A. No, I don’t believe I did. 

Q. You weren’t in that group? 

A. No. [634] 

Q. What was the first information you had 
about the Alliance? 

A. Well, it was right after some group of men, 
I don’t know who was in there, had been in the 
office and talked to somebody, I don’t know who 
they talked to, about a union. 

Q. Then what happened? What was the next 
thing ? 

A. Well, we discussed amongst ourselves during 
lunch hour that, about—forming a union, or join- 
ing the A. F. of L. or C. I. O. 

Q. Who was in this group, do you remember? 

A. I couldn’t say just who we happened to be 
eating lunch with, or who would come into the 


group. 
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Q. It was during the lunch period? 

A. Yes. 

Q. It was after the meeting, when the group 
went in to see management? 

A. I don’t know for sure if they talked to man- 
agement. That’s what I heard, that somebody said 
they were going into the office to tell them we were 
going into a union. 

Q. This you have just related was the next. 
thing after that, then? vee Nes 

Q. All right. What followed that discussion ? 

A. Well, most of the fellows seemed—some of 
them belonged to the A. F. of L.; some had cards 
that they had joined the Machinists Union, A. F. 
of L., and some of the fellows said [635] they 
were joining the C. I. O— 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. I! object to the an- 
swer as not responsive to the question. The question 
was, I think, what happened after that. 

Mr. Watkins: Well, was there—if I may ask a 
question in the meantime: 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins): Was there more that 
happened at this luncheon meeting than you have 
already related ? 

A. No, just talk amongst the men about perine 
into a union. 

Q. Where did this talk you are just. relating 
now-take place, about the A. F. of L. and C. I. 0.? 

A. During lunch periods when half a dozen of 
us would get together and talk about getting into 


some union. 
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Q. Was this on more than one occasion or on a 
particular occasion ? 

A. Qh, yes, it happened over a period of time. 
It wasn’t all the same time. 

Q. When was the next conversation you had 
about formation of an independent union down at 
Jadson? 

A. Well, some of the boys, during the noon 
hour talked, and after work, talked about forming 
our own union instead of joining any other union. 

Q. About when was this? Let me ask you with 
respect to the time the men went in to see the man- 
agement, this large group of them. [636] 

A. I couldn’t say definitely. 

Q. Was it before or after? 

A. Well, we had talked about an independent 
union before anybody had ever said anything to 
management, or anything. 

Q. Say for what period of time, if you can esti- 
mate. 

A. Oh, I would say for three or four months. 

Q. All right. Was there a meeting, or what was 
the next thing, so far as you recall, about the for- 
mation of an independent union? 

A. Well, a group of us got together and de- 
cided we wanted to form a union, but we would have 
to do it some evening, so one of the fellows sug- 
gested he could get a place for us to meet. 

Q. Who was this? 

A. Raymond Hailey, and if we cared to get 
together some evening—so, we asked all the boys 
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when they would like to meet, and they set a date, 
a certain night of the week, and we all went 
down and discussed it, or rather, had an election 
as to who would represent the men, conduct the 
forming of a union. 

Q. Where was the meeting held you are refer- 
ring to? 

A. It was on Gage Avenue in Bell. I don’t re- 
eall the exact address. 

Q. At an electric shop? 

A. Yes, at a radio shop. [637] 

Q. How many appeared at that time? 

A. Oh, I would say approximately 60. 

Q. Was there a further meeting after that, so 
far as you know? 

A. Yes, about a week or ten days later we had 
another meeting at the same place. 

Q. At the same place? 

A. At the same place. 

Q. Just say briefly what was done at the sec- 
ond meeting. 

A. At the second meeting there was read over 
the constitution that the men had adopted during 
the ten days to—forming a union, and getting the 
men to sign this constitution or charter, as they 
wanted to eall it. 

Q. Yes. You were elected on some committee, 
were you, in connection with this independent 
union ? 

A. Yes, at the first meeting I was elected to be 
on the committee to draw up a constitution; and 
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the second meeting, when we held the election of 
officers, I was elected to be a representative of the 
union. 

Q. At this first meeting when you were elected 
to draw up a constitution, what did you do about it? 

A. After the meeting, why, oh, it was a few 
days after that, we went over to George Fickle’s 
house, a machine operator’s house, and we had a 
meeting and drew up a constitution for the opera- 
tion of a union. [638] 

Q. Then what did you do? 

A. After we had that drawn up we suggested 
that we better see a lawyer, to see if it was all legal 
so we wouldn’t get into any trouble by organizing 
something that wasn’t legal. 

Q@. When you say: Draw up a constitution, this 
constitutional committee, what did you do? Did 
vou sit around and talk together and discuss things 
which you thought should be in it? Or did you— 
just tell us what you discussed on that matter. 

A. We discussed what we thought the mnion 
ought to consist of, and also who could be members, 
and that’s about all. 

Q. You know Mr. Lewis Porter? A. Yes. 

Q. Was he at either of these two meetings that 
you have mentioned, at the electric shop? 

A. Well, he may have been at the second one, 
but I am positive he wasn’t at the first. 

Q. Did he take any active part in either of the 
meetings on any occasion? A. Not that I re- 
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a witness called by and on behalf of the respondent, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and 
testified as follows: 


Direct Examination 
By Mr. Watkins: 

Q. Mr. Kangas, how long have you been em- 
ployed by Thompson Products or its predecessor, 
Jadson? 

A. Well, it’s a little over 19 years. 

Q. What is your position at the present time? 

A. Tool maker. 

Q. What was your position in 1937? 

A. Well, I was either die maker or tool maker. 
I don’t remember. 

Q. Are you any relation to Victor Kangas? 

A. Cousin. 

Q. Going back to the period around and prior 
to 1937, were any of the employees down at Jad- 
son discussing working conditions or wages or any- 
thing of that kind? 

A. Yes, there were; they were very low then, 
and it was hard to make what you would eall a de- 
eent living, and a lot of us were figuring on join- 
ing a union or forming a union of some sort. 

Q. Did you ever join or make application for 
anv union in this period? 

A. Yes. I put in an application to the A. F. of 
L., I think. I don’t remember now whether it 
was just then or before that. [645] But I know 
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I signed one. I never paid any dues or paid my 
initiation fees. 

Q. During this period, in the middle part of 
1937, and prior to the formation of the independ- 
ent union down there, had there been discussions 
among the men about forming some union? 

A. Well, it was mostly joining a union. 

Q. Well, there had been a great deal of discus- 
sion along that line. Is that correct? Does 

Q@. What was the first knowledge you had of 
any move to form an independent union down 
there at the plant? 

A. Well, I don’t know who it was that told me 
that there would be a meeting at an electric shop 
in Maywood on Slauson Avenue. 

Q. Did you go to that meeting? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you remember who talked to you about it? 

A. No, I don’t know; somebody told me that 
evening after I got off work. 

Q. Did vou go alone or with someone else? 

A. I believe I went alone. I lived quite close 
to there, I believe. 

Q. Did you ever pass out any application cards 
for the independent union? [646] 

A. No, I never did. 

Q. You became a member of it, did you? 

A. T believe I signed the card after the second 
meeting; quite a bit after. I wasn’t so very en- 
thused about the idea of an independent union. be- 
eause I had signed an A. F. of L. card. 
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Q. Did you attend more than one, what we call 
organization meetings, when this organization was 
being set up? 

A. Well, they had two meetings there at the 
electric shop, and I attended both of them. 

@. You did? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you take any active part in the inde- 
pendent union at any time? 

A. None at all. 

Q. You know Mr. Ray Livingstone, do you? 

”. Yes, I do. 

Q. Do you remember when he came out to visit 
the plant sometime in 1937? 

A. I believe I do. 

Q. Do you remember seeing him there at the 
shop? A. Yes. 

Q. Did he talk to you while you were working? 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. More than once, did he? [647] 

A. No, I believe—I couldn’t remember that far 
back; I remember him coming out there, because I 
didn’t recognize him and I went and asked some- 
body who this fellow was going around there, and 
they told me: Ray Livingstone from Cleveland. 

Q. Do you remember what you talked about or 
what he talked about at this conversation? 

A. No, I ean’t. 

Q. Do you have any recollection of it at all? 

me No, I haven’t. 

Mr. Watkins: You may cross examine. 
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Cross Examination 
By Mr. Moore: 

Q. Why did you join the Alliance? 

A. Well, it was a lot cheaper than joining the 
A. F. of L. then. The initiation fee for the A. F. 
of L. was awfully high, the dues were high, and 
what we were making there at the shop, why, you 
eouldn’t hardly afford them. But we did want 
to get something that we could get a decent living 
out of it. 

Q. Did the Alliance already have a contract be- 
fore you joined? A. That I don’t know. 

@. Do you remember about the date you joined? 

A. No, I don’t. 

Q. Approximately how long after this meeting 
you attended was it? 

A. Oh, I imagine a week or a couple of weeks; 
something like that. I wasn’t so very enthusiastic 
about the idea at first. [648] I finally joined, though 
I really don’t remember very much about it. 

Q. Did you have any particular reason for be- 
lieving that this union would be better for you than 
the A. F. of L.? 

A. No, I did not. The only thing, I figured it 
would be a darn sight cheaper for us than having 
to pay high dues. 

Q. Did you know about how many men had 
joined the Alliance? A. No, I didn’t. 

Q. Did you know it was a recognized bargain- 
ing agency of the employees of the company? 
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A. Not then I didn’t, no. 

Q. You testified you didn’t pass out any mem- 
bership cards? A. No, I didn’t. 

Q. Did you see any being passed out? 

A. I don’t believe I did; Y had to work over- 
time quite a bit then, on die making, and I never 
did see any of them passed out. 

Mr. Moore: No questions. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Thank you very 
mueh. 

(Witness excused.) 


Mr. Watkins: Mr. Wayne Kangas. 


WAYNE KANGAS 


a witness called by and in behalf of the respond- 
ent, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: [649] 


Direet Examination 
By Mr. Watkins: 

Q. Will you state your full name, please? 

A. Wayne Kangas. 

Q. How long have you been employed by Thomp- 
son Products and its predecessor, Jadson Motor 
Products Company? 

Approximately 15 years. 

What is your position at the present time? 
Grinder operator. 

What was it in the middle part of 1937? 
Grinder operator. 
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Q. What relation are you to Mr. Victor Kangas? 

A. Brother. 

Q. Mr. Kangas, will you state what the situa- 
tion was in the plant, so far as discussion among 
the men was concerned, for the period on or about 
July of 1937? 

A. Well, it seemed to he there was quite a bit of 
discussion about wages and conditions and lots of 
the boys felt that they wanted to unionize so we 
could get better wages, and also working condi- 
tions. 

Q. Do you know whether or not any of the 
boys had at that time joined the A. F. of L. or the 
C. I. 0.2 

A. No, I don’t know. JI don’t know whether 
there was any belonging to either one of them. 
There had been some talk about it. 

Q. What was that? [650] 

A. There had been some talk about it but I 
don’t know whether anybody belonged at that time. 

Q. Had there been any talk among the men 
themselves to—strike that, please. 

Were vou in a group which went in to call on 
the management about organizing an independent 
union, sometime in July of 1937? 

A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Yes; prior to that meeting with manage- 
ment had there been anv discussion among the men 
about forming an independent union ? 

A. Yes, we had talked abont it for, T don’t 
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know how long; it could have been several weeks 
time. 

Q. And will you state who among the men had 
discussed this? 

A. Well, there was quite a number. I don’t 
know exactly. I don’t reeall the individuals. There 
was Bebb, Stubblefield, George Fickle, and Ed 
Fickle. Ob, there was a number of them. I can’t 
recall exactly the names of each individual. 

@. In any of these discussions had you had in 
your group any foremen or sub-foremen? 

A. Not that I know of. 

Q@. When you went in to see the management 
was anybody there who particularly led your group 
in there, so far as you know? 

A. Not that I know of. I can’t reeall of any. 
It seems like we was a buneh of sheep without a 
shepherd; there wasn’t really [651] anybody who 
took the lead. 

@. Had you assembled at any time prior to this 
in an attempt to see the management? 

A. Well, there had been some talk, discussion 
about going in to the management. 

Mr. Moore: Just a minute. I move the answer 
be stricken, that so far given be stricken, and the 
witness be directed to answer the question. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Read the ques- 
tion and answer. 

(The record was read.) 


Trial Examiner Whittemore: Will you answer 
the question. 
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Q. (By Mr. Watkins): Do you understand my 
question, Mr. Kangas? 

A. Could I have the question again? 

Q. I will reframe it. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins): You testified that a 
group of you went in and ealled on the management 
sometime the latter part of July of 1937 about or- 
ganizing an independent union. 

A. That’s right. 

Q. Had there been any similar group asseni- 
bled prior to that time to see the management? 

A. Yes, there had. 

@. And on more than one occasion, or what is 
the situation with regard to it? [652] 

A. Well, it could have been a time or two. 

Q. Did vou actually contact the management at 
that time? 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Wait a minute. 
We cannot make any finding on what could have 
been, vou see. Was there, or was there not? 

The Witness: Yes, there was. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: How many times? 

The Witness: Well, I don’t recall whether it 
could have been once or twice. There was at least 
one time that I remember of. 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins): Did the group at the 
one time you speak of actually call on the manage- 
ment ? 

A. No, they didn’t at that time. 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 799 


(Testimony of Wayne Kangas. ) 

Q. About how long, would you say this was be- 
fore the date you did eall on the management ? 

A. As I reeall it, it was three or four days later. 

® I see. That is, three or four days after this 
incident that you have mentioned when you did call 
on the management? A. That’s right. 

Q. Can you state what happened that kept you 
from going in to see the management about it? 

A. Well, it didn’t seem like we could all get to- 
gether; everybody was a wee bit nervous and didn’t 
know whether they wanted to go in or not, and we 
didn’t seem to have enough gathered there, it was 
only a mere handful, so those that were [653] there 
dropped out and went on home. 

Q. Did you ever talk to your brother about the 
organization of this independent, ox about your join- 
ing any union down here at the shop? 

A. Not that I reeall. 

Q. Would you say positively that you did or 
didn’t? A. I don’t believe I did. 

Q. Now, when you went in to see the manage- 
ment, as you mentioned, about how many of you 
were there? 

A. I presume there was 15 or 20. 

Q. What was said to the management? What 
was the substance of what the men said to the 
management ? 

A. Well, there was quite a bit of (Reena 
However, we felt we wanted to lay down the cards 
on the table. We told the management what we 
had in mind. 
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Q. What was it? What did you tell the manage- 
ment ? 

ii. We wanted to organize a union; we wanted 
to unionize and have an organization. 

Q. What was your purpose in going in to the 
management and telling them that? 

A. Well, we felt we wanted the management to 
know what we were going to do, and we felt like 
we wanted to know if they would recognize a union 
if we organized one. 

Q. Was there any particular person who acted 
as spokesman for your group in there? [654] 

A. I don’t recall of any particular person. 

Q. What is your best recollection? That sev- 
eral people talked, or what? 

A. Yes, there were several different ones. I be- 
lieve most all of us had a little something to say. 

Q. Do you remember any statements made by 
management in reply to you, when you said you 
wanted to form a union, and wanted to know what 
they thought about it? 

A. The management said there was nothing they 
could do, that aceording to labor law we were 
entitled to join any union we pleased; that they 
eouldn’t say a word about it. 

Q. Did anyone in connection with management 
—strike that out, please. 

Was Mr. Victor Kangas present at this meet- 
ing with management? 

A. I don’t believe he was: T don’t recall seeing 
him. 
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Q. Yes. Who talked to you from the manage- 
ment’s standpoint ? A. Mr. Dachtler. 

Q. Do you remember anything in particular he 
did sav to you about organizing vour independent ? 

A. No, except as I stated, that he said that there 
was nothing the company could say about it. We 
had the right to organize or join any union what 
we pleased to. 

Q@. Was there any incident occurred? About 
furnishing materials, or anything of that kind? 

[655] 

A. Yes, there was. 

Q. Will vou state what that was, please. 

A. There was somebody there, I don’t recall who 
it was, after we had talked it over, why, somebody 
asked the management if we could have a few sheets 
of paper so we could write down some notes and 
different things we wanted to keep in mind, memo- 
rize, and we got the reply that management could 
not do that due to the fact they didn’t want to have 
anything to do with this union, or any union, that 
they didn’t want to have a hand in it. 

Q. That was Mr. Dachtler who made that state- 
ment ? A. VhatSwas via Dachtler. 

Q. Mr. Pfankuch, did you ever hear any state- 
ment made by anyone connected with the manage- 
ment of Thompson Products that if the ©. I. O. 
or A. F. of L. came in, the plant would be closed 
up and moved hack to Cleveland? 

A. No, I did not. 
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Q. Did you pass out any application cards for 


the Alliance? A. Not that I recall. 
Q. Were you an officer or committeeman of any 
kind for it? A. No, I wasn’t. 


Q. What was the next thing, so far as you can 
recall, that took place about organizing the inde- 
pendent, after this meeting with management ? 

A. Well, there was different ones that talked 
it over, and [656] we decided we would have to have 
a meeting place, and someone got a hall there in 
Maywood, an electric shop or radio shop, and there 
was talk, also, about needing some supphes, so some 
of the boys got together and donated. I donated 
a dollar to it. 

Q. What kind of supplies? 

A. Well, paper, and have our application cards 
made, and so on, incidentals to take care of things. 

Q. And you made a donation on that? 

A. That’s right, I did. 

Q. Mr. Pfankuch, you mentioned a meeting in 
Maywood. Was that at an electrical shop? 

A. That’s right. 

Q. Was that the first meeting that the employees 
had with regard to the formation of the union? 

A. Yes, that’s might. 

Q. Can you state approximately how many men 
were present at that meeting? 

A. I presume there was around about 50, could 
have been 60. 

Q. Will you state just briefly what business was 
done at that particular meeting. 
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A. Well, everybody got to talking and we wanted 
a chairman. I don’t recall who took the leading part 
there. It seems to me it was Mr. Hailey who opened 
the meeting and so we put it up to have a chairman, 
and I believe Mr. Creek was elected as [657] chair- 
man of that meeting. | 

Q. Do you recall whether there were any ¢om- 
mittees appointed at that meeting? 

A. Yes, there was; there was a committee, as I 
remember, there was a committee elected to draw up 
a constitution and by-laws. 

Q. Now, at the second meeting which was held, 
very briefly, what took place at that meeting? The 
second meeting held in the electrical shop in May- 
wood. » 

A. Well, we talked over conditions, and the con- 
stitution was read and put up to a vote of approval, 
and I believe we all were asked to sign the consti- 
tution at that time. 

Q. Do you know whether or not there were any 
changes made in the constitution? | 

A. I don’t remember. [658] 
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called as a witness by and in behalf of the respond- 
ent, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 


Direct: Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins) Will you give the re- 

porter your full name, please. 

. Clarence Stubblefield. 

. What is your job at Thompson Products? 

. Welder. 

Q. How long have you been at Thompson Prod- 
ucts, or its predecessor, Jadson? 

A. Since 1935, in March. 

Q. You have been a welder ever since you have 
been there? 

A. That’s right; yes, sir. 

Q. Will you direct your attention, Mr. Stubble- 
field, to a period in the middle and early part of 
1937, and just state what the men in the plant were 
discussing, so far as their wages and working con- 
ditions were concerned. 

A. Well, when I first went to work, in 1935, the 
wages were very low and I just overheard the group 
talking about unionizing the shop some way or the 
other, and, of course, I [661] was just new in there 
and I never thought much about it. And so, a month 


A 
Q 
A 


or so, or something like that, a certain length of time 
after I was there, why, I finally got interested. 

T decided I thought the best thing to do would be 
to form a union of some kind, whether it would be 
an independent or whatever it might be. 
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Q. Had you joined the A. F. of L. during this 
period. A. No, sir. 

Q. Had you made application to it? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Going to the period around July and shortly 
before that, of 1937, had there been discussions then 
among the men about joining the A. F. of L. or C. 
I. O. or some union? 

A. Well, I heard a few of them talking about it. 

Q. You attended a meeting, did you, with the 
management of the company in which a certain 
number of men went in to call on the management 
to find out whether they would recognize an inde- 
pendent union ? 


fee Yes, sir. 
Q. Was that sometime the latter part of July, 
1937? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Will you state how many men, approximately, 
were in that meeting? 

A. Well, I would say around about 15, 20, some- 
thing like that. [662] 

Q. Will you state what happened at that meet- 
ing? 

A. Well, the men went in and told Mr. Dachtler 
that they wanted to organize a union, form a union, 
an independent. He said there was nothing he could 
do about it, that it was strictly up to the employees. 

Q. Was anything else said, so far as you re- 
member ? 

A. Well, no, not right at that time. The only 
thing, well, I know the suggestion was made that 
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the men use some of the company’s material, and 
that was refused by the company. 

Q. Now, who acted as spokesman? Did some- 
body act as spokesman, or did the men talk pretty 
much generally at the meeting? 

A. Well, the men in geenral. 

Q. Now, going back to the time when you assem- 
bled to go into this meeting, how was your group 
gotten together? How did you happen to get to- 
gether? 

A. Well, talking during lunch hours, and also 
after working hours, as we went out of the plant, 
there would be a group get together and talk things 
over. 

Q. Had there been any discussion among you 
men about forming an independent union prior to 
this first meeting with the management? 

A. Well, the whole thing was, there just had been 
talk to try to do something to get a wage increase. 

Q. Had you had any discussions amongst your- 
selves about contacting management prior to the 
time you did contact the [663] management? 

A. Well, no, not right at that time. 

Q. Taking this period, M1. Stubblefield, in which 
this time, in which some 15 or more of you went in 
and called on the management, did you, yourself, 
have any active part in getting those people together 
and getting them into management? 

A. Yes, I sure did. 

Q. What did you do in regard to that? 
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A. In regard, I went around to the men and told 
them I thonght it would be a good thing for us all 
to get together and have a union, and go in and have 
a meeting with management and try to get a wage 
increase. 

Q. When the group finally assembled there, did 
you have anything to do with starting them in to 
see the management? A. (ies, sit. 

Q. What did you do? | 

A. Well, they was all kind of standing up in a 
group, so I told them, I says, ‘‘Let’s get going.”’ 

Q. Did they go, with that? Was that the first 
time they started to move? 

A. They all moved; they all went into manage- 
ment. [664] 

Q. Did you make any donation towards eaten 
eards or anything of that kind, for the independent ? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. About when was this with respect to the meet- 
ing you have testified to, when you called on the 
management ? 

A. To the best I remember it, it was at the sec- 
ond meeting, I believe in Maywood, the best I re- 
member. I wouldn’t—— 

You did make a donation? 

I made a donation. 

To whom did you make it, do you cane 
To Mr. Creek. 

To Mr. Creek. How much was it? 

It was a dollar, probably two. 


rPOPOo Pe 
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Q. Did you pass out any application cards for 
the independent? Ae eS, Sik 

Q. Where? 

A. On the outside of the company property. 

Q. From whom did you get the cards you passed 
out ?. A. Mr. Bebb. 

Q. When did you pass these cards out with rela- 
tion to the time that your group ealled on the man- 
agement? [665] 

A. Well, I will judge it was probably around 
4:30 or after. 

Q. Of the same day? 

A. The same day. 

Q. And after you called on the management—— 

A. That’s right; no pardon me. It was a little 
later, a little later after we had seen the manage- 
ment; then, we had the meeting and had drawn up 
the ecards and the constitution. 

Q. Isee. In other words, it was some days after 
you had your meeting with management? 

A, What saichte that s1icht. 

Q. Did you get any of these cards from Mr. Lewis 


Porter? Ae INoF sit. 
Q. Are you sure of that? 
A. Yes sie 
Q. Did you get any from Mr. Hodges? 
A. No, siz. 
Q. You are positive of that? 
A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. Now, referring to a meeting which took place 
at an electrical shop in Maywood, did you attend 
that meeting where a group of the men were pres- 
ent? A. Yes, siz. 

Q. How many men would you say were there? 

A. Lwould say around, possibly, oh, in the neigh- 
borhood of 50. [666] 

Q. Will you state briefly what was done at that 
mecting ? 

A. Well, it was just more to organize the group, 
that is, to register the group, draw up a constitu- 
tion and appoint a committee to go ahead. 

Q. There was a second meeting at the electrical 
shop, was there? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Very briefly, state what was done at that. 

A. Well, the committee was voted in, and then 
it was brought up, and then it was approved by the 
employees. 

Q. The what was approved? 

A. The constitution had been worked on and was 
brought up to a vote in the presence of the em- 
ployees to see whether they were satisfied or not. 

@. Did you ever hear any statement made while 
you were working at Thompson, or Jadson, by any- 
one connected with management of the company, 
to the effect that if the C. I. O. or A. F. of L. came 
in the plant would be closed and moved back to 
Cleveland ? A. No, sir. 

Q. Mr. Stubblefield, with respect to the minutes 
of the meetings which were held between the execu- 
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tive council and the company, how were those min- 
utes drawn up? Will you just state briefly ? 

A. They were drawn up by Mr. Bebb, secretary 
and treasurer [667] of the PMPWA. 

Q. Then what was done with them after that? 

A. He taken care of them and they was posted 
on a bulletin board. 

@. For a definite period of time? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What was the purpose in that? 

A. Well, to let the employees and members read 
them to find out what was going on in the manage- 
ment and the committee. 

Q. Were there any changes made in any of these 
minutes, that is, anything objected to by manage- 


ment or by the Alliance. A. No, sir. 
Q. You don’t remember any changes made either 
way ? A. No, sir. 


Q. Mr. Stubblefield, referring now to this meet- 
ing that you had with the management with some 
15 of you, do you remember whether Mr. Victor 
Kangas was present as the representative of man- 
agement at that meeting? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you remember, or do you say he was not? 

A. He was not present. 

Mr. Watkins: I see. That is all. 


Cross Examination 
Q. (By Mr. Moore) Who was present at that 
meeting, for the management? [668] 
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A. Qh, I couldn’t recall right at the present time 
the names of any one individual. [ believe—let’s see ; 
there was George Fickle, Kd Fickle 

Q. No. You misunderstood my question. I say: 
Who was present at that meeting for the manage- 


ment ? 
A. Oh, for the management. 
oe Yes. 


A. My. Livingstone and Mr. Dachtler. 

Q. Only the two of them? 

A. Just the two. 

Q. Did Mr. Victor Kangas come in after the 


meeting had begun? A. No, sir. 
Q. Are you sure of that? 
me «No, sir. 


@. You are not sure? 

A. No, sir. He didn’t come in while we were in 
there. a 

Q. At that meeting was there any discussion of 
low rates of pay? 

A. Well, there could have been; I don’t remem- 
ber just now. 

Q. You think possibly there was? 

A. There could have been. 

Q. Wasn’t it discussed at that time, wasn’t there 
some discussion at that time about a raise in the pay 
rate? A. Well, I don’t remember. 

Q. Did My. Livingstone know what all the rates 
of pay were [669] in the various classifications ¢ 

A. Well, I don’t know 
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Q. Did he ask anyone what the various rates were 
while you were in there? 

A. I don’t know. 

Q. Give the conversation at that meeting, as 
nearly as you can recall it. 

A. Well, we went in with the purpose of orga- 
nizing an independent union. 

Q. Yes. What was the first thing that was said, 
and by whom? 

A. Well, there were several out of the group, 
we all just wanted to talk; we went in and brought 
the subject up to Mr. Dachtler, that we wanted an 
independent union, and that 

Q. Who said 

Mr. Watkins: Just a minute. I would like to ask 
that counsel let the witness finish his answer before 


he asks another question. 

Mr. Moore: Very well. 

The Witness: I couldn’t say just who the one party 
was; there wag several in the group discussing, ex- 
pressing their opinions. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Were they all expressing 
opinions on the same thing at once? 

A. Well, no, not at the one time, no. [670] 

Q. You don’t know whether pay rates were dis- 
eussed or not? 

A. If couldn’t remember, at that time. I know 
that we were wanting more money, but I couldn’t 
say whether the management had made a discussion 
on it or not. 
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Q. When did you get a raise after that? You got 
one shortly after that, didn’t you? 

A. Weil, 1 had one or two, two or three since. 

Q. 1 mean, shortly after this meeting with man- 
agement that we are talking about. 

A. Well, no. Well, yes. We got a raise a little 
later on. I couldn’t say just in what length of time, 
possibly a couple or two months after we got orga- 
nized and the constitution was drawn up and signed. 

Q. A couple or three months after this meeting 
with management? 

A. I wouldn’t say just definitely that length of 
time, but it was a little bit after that. 

Q. Did you get a raise before you had the eon- 
tract with management? 

A. Oh, about six months before. 

Q. No, no. You had a contract with management 
shortly after you were organized, didn’t you? A 
collective bargaining contract. 

A. Well, yes. We got raises right after we drawn 
up the contract and the constitution and I got a raise 
about six [671] months before we drawn up the con- 
tract. The raise was very few. 

Q. You mean before the Alliance was ever 
formed ? A. That’s right. 

Q. Did you get a raise between the time you went 
in to see management and the time the collective 
bargaining contract was executed ? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. How much was your raise as a result of that 
contract ? 
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A. Oh, I would judge ten cents, seven cents; sev- 
en or teli cents: 

Q. An hour? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. With respect to the minutes of that executive 
council, and the management, in the meetings, you 
say Lester Bebb kept those? 

A. Yes, "sir: 

Q. Did anyone else keep minutes of those meet- 
ings? 

A. No, sir. He was voted on by the members to 
take care of the minutes. 

Q. No. Did anyone connected with management 
keep minutes of the meetings ? 

A. No, sir. I don’t recall right at that time. 

Mr. Watkins: May we go off the record just a 
minute, Mr. Examiner? [672] 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Off the record. 

(A discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You testified that you didn’t 
join the A. F. of L. or C. I. O. Is that right? 

A. No, sir. 

Q Did you join the C. I. 0.2? 


A. “No sin: 
Q. You have never been a member of the C. I. O. 
at any time? A. No, sir. 


Q. At this meeting with management were you 
the first one who spoke to the management with ref- 
erence to what these men had come in there for? 

A. No, I wouldn’t say I was the first one. 
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Q. You were simply the one that said: ‘‘Let’s 
get going,’’ while they were standing around, outside 
the office ? 

A. Well, I don’t know; it would just be like an 
ordinary word you would say, just something like— 
a group of men saying: What are we waiting on? 
Let’s get going. 

Q. They had not designated you in the eapacity 
of their spokesman ? A. No. [673] 


WAYNE KANGAS 
resumed the stand and testified further as follows: 


Redirect Examination (Continued) 

Q. (By My. Watkins) Mr. Kangas, referring 
now to the group whieh went into to see the manage- 
ment, the 15 or 20 men, did [677] Mr. Lewis Porter 
come to you and ask you to be in that group? 

A. No, not that I reeall. I don’t know—what’s 
that? 


Q. Go ahead. 
A. I don’t recall Mr. Porter ever saying any- 
thing to me. 


Q. About that meeting? 
A. That’s right. [678] 


Afternoon Session 
Trial Examiner Whittemore: The hearing will 
please come to order. 
Mr. Watkins: Mr. Examiner, there has been some 
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discussicn as to the method of drawing the minutes 
of the meetings between the Alliance and the man- 
agement, minutes of which are now offered for iden- 
tification only, by the respondent; and it is my un- 
derstanding that the Board is willing to stipulate 
that the method of drawing the minutes was as fol- 
lows: 

That the secretary of the Alliance would draw a 
a draft of what took place at that meeting; the sec- 
retary of the company who had been present at the 
meeting would draw a similar draft; that the two 
of them would get together and compare their drafts 
and from those two drafts would make a second 
draft; that the formal draft was then posted on the 
bulletin board after it was signed by the president 
of the company and the president of the union at 
that particular time, of the Alliance. 

Mr. Moore: So stipulated. [679] 


CLARENCE L. MILLMAN 
a witness called by and on behalf of the respondent, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testi- 
fied as follows: 
Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Watkins): Mr. Millman, state your 
official capacity with the respondent in this case. 

A. Personnel manager. 

Q. Have you attended the meetings of the Alli- 
ance, executive council, and the company, since you 
have been with the company ? 
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ee that's right. 

Q. And did you, during that period, assist in 
the preparation of the minutes of those meetings? 

A.. That’s right. 

Q. From the company’s standpoint? 

Pe, Correct. 

Q. I will show you a group of documents 
marked for identification as Respondent’s [éxhibits 
1-A through Respondent’s Exhibit 1-GGG, and ask 
you to state if those are correct copies of all of the 
meetings as shown by the records, which took place 
between the executive council of the Alliance and 
the company ? 

A. I can’t state they are all correct unless I 
check all the dates. but 

Q. My point in asking that question is that I 
wanted to make certain we did have copies of all the 
minutes which were [680] written up of any meet- 


ings. 
A.. They were all sent up here to you. 
Q. They were? oe cs: 


Q. In other words, this is the complete set of 
the minutes as you copied them for me? 

A. That is right. 

Q. And these are all of the minutes of such 
meetings as were held? A. That is right. 

Mr. Watkins: I offer Respondent’s Exhibits 1-A 
through 1-GGG into evidence. 

Trial Examiner Whittemore: Any objection? 

Mr. Moore: No objection. 
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Trial Examiner Whittemore: The documents will 
be received. 
(The documents heretofore marked Respond- 
ent’s Exhibit 1-A throngh 1-GGG for identifi- 
cation were received in evidence.) [681] 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-A 


8-6-37 
Minutes of a meeting between the Management of 
the Jadson Motor Products Company and a Com- 
mittce representing the Pacific Motor Parts Work- 
ers Alliance held Friday, August 6, in Mr. Hileman’s 
office. Present representing the Management were 
Mr. Hileman, Mr. Livingstone, and Mr. Hodges. 
Representing the Pacific Parts Workers Alliance 
were Messrs. James Creek, G. M. Fickle, E. T. 
Fickle, Floyd Pfankuch and Lester Bebb. 
At 9:30 a. m. the Management was informed that 
a Committee representing the Pacific Motor Parts 
Workers Alliance requested a meeting. The meet- 
ing was arranged approximately fifteen minutes 
later. Myr. Creek introduced himself as President 
of the employees’ Committee and stated his organi- 
zation represented a majority of employees in the 
plant and by virtue of this majority was requesting 
exclusive bargaining rights and a signed contract 
with the company on matters pertaining to wages, 
hours and working conditions which he intended 
to present. The Management requested evidence to 
substantiate the claim that the Committee repre- 
sented a majority of the employees in the plant. Mr. 
Creek submitted his evidence—signed membership 
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eards—of seventy employees. These were certified 
by Mr. Livingstone. Mr. Creck then submitted the 
Constitution of the Pacific Motor Parts Workers 
Alliance with ratification signatures of fifty-nine 
employees as evidence that the Alliance is a legal 
labor organization. This was read by the Manage- 
ment members. Mr. Livingstone then asked Mr. 
Creek and other members of the Committee to assure 
him that no coercion or intimidation had been used 
by the organizers of the Alliance in inducing mem- 
bers to join, and also that such joining was of the 
free will of the members. Mr. Creek and the Com- 
mittee gave this assurance. Following this discus- 
sion, Mr. Livingstone stated that the company had 
no alternative but to grant the Pacific Motor Work- 
ers Alliance exclusive bargaining rights under terms 
of the Wagner Labor Relations Act. 

The Committee requested that the Management 
enter into a Closed Shop Agreement with the Al- 
hance. The Management replied that it would pre- 
fer not to make this concession inasmuch as the 
company believes that a man should be entitled to 
the right to work regardless of his affiliation or non- 
affiliation with any labor organization. The Man- 
agement further pointed out that if a Closed Shop 
Agreement were signed and a present employee re- 
fused to join, the company might be called upon to 
discharge that employee, which in itself would be 
a violation of the Wagner Act. (The Wagner Act 
provides that no employee may be discriminated 
against in tenure of employment because of affilia- 
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tion or non-affiliation with any labor organization.) 

The Committee stated it wished to negotiate with 
the Management a Seniority Agreement to apply 
when a reduction of the working force becomes nec- 
essary. The Cominittee was of the opinion that the 
Agreement should base layoffs on seniority and 
merit along departmental or occupational lines and 
that the Committee should have the right to review 
the reasons relative to each individual lay-off. The 
Management replied that it is in agreement with 
these general provisions and would be willing to 
meet with the Committee to draft the Agreement. 

Mr. Creek stated that the majority of Alliance 
members were desirous of obtaining vacations and 
asked the management’s position on this matter. 
The Management replied that this would require 
some investigation into the financial condition of the 
company and that a reply would be given at the next 
meeting. It was further explained that the com- 
pany had lost money during the first half and that 
steps had to be taken against incurring any addi- 
tional expense. 

The Committee then requested that forty-five 
hours be established as the standard working week 
with provisions made for an overtime premium 
after eight hours in any one day, forty-five hours 
in one week and for Sunday and holiday work. In 
the discussion that followed, the Committee pointed 
out that the second-shift men would like to elimin- 
ate the necessity of Saturday afternoon work and 
requested whether second-shift employees could 
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work nine hours five days a week with the day men 
working cight hours five days a week and five hours 
on Saturday. The Management stated it would in- 
vestigate the effect of this proposal on production 
and return its answer at the next mecting. The 
Company agreed to obtain the consensus of opinion 
on this arrangement from their constituents. 

The Committce then proposed overtime rates of 
time and a half after eight hours in one day, forty- 
five hours in one week and for Sunday and holiday 
work. The Management replied that in considera- 
tion of the company’s present financial condition, it 
would grant time and a half for Sunday and holi- 
day work, but would prefer to pay time and a third 
for overtime after eight hours in one day or forty- 
five hours in one week. The Management pointed 
out that time and a half for overtime might pro- 
hibit all overtime work, whereas with a rate of time 
and a third, it would still be possible to give the 
men some overtime. After a discussion the Com- 
mittee agreed that time and a third would be satis- 
factory and that when the Company’s financial con- 
dition improved, the matter of time and a half 
would be brought up then. It was further agreed 
that maintenance employees, watchmen and other 
members of the working force whose duties nor- 
mally must be performed on Sunday would not 
come under the overtime provisions, but would be 
given a day off during the week in lieu of Sunday. 

The Committee requested that the company 
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guarantee not to hire any Mexican or oriental help. 
This agreement was made. 

Mr. Creek stated that the Committee wished to 
negotiate with the Management a new wage scale 
for various occupations and the establishment of a 
minimum factory rate. The Management stated it 
would accumulate its figures on rates and be ready 
for a mecting to establish a mutually satisfactory 
wage structure on Monday. Mr. Creek requested 
that an agreement be worked out which would out- 
line the procedure for presenting individual griev- 
ances for settlement and also for presentating mat- 
ters effecting the entire working force to the Man- 
agement. This agreement is also to provide for 
regular meetings between the Committee and Man- 
agement and the calling of special meetings at the 
request of either party. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a.m. 

Agreed to: 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-B 
8-10-37 
Minutes of a meeting between the Management 
of the Jadson Motor Products Company and the 
Representatives of the Pacific Motor Parts Work- 
ers Alliance held August 10th in Mr. Hileman’s of- 
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fice. ‘The Management was represented by Mr. Hile- 
man, Mr. Livingstone, Mr. Kangus, and Mr. 
Hodges. The Alliance was represented by Messrs. 
James Creek, G. M. Fickle, Floyd Pfankuch, E. T. 
Fickle, and L. Bebb. 

This was a continution of a meeting held August 
6th to discuss the wage rate situation in the factory. 
An explanation of the parent company rates was 
given by Mr. Livingstone also the financial status 
of the company. 

The question arose as to whether the method of 
adjustment would be by the general percentage in- 
crease or by group classifications. The meeting was 
open for suggestions on this matter. It was agreed 
to by both parties that the wage adjustment should 
be by the group method. 

The Alliance submitted their rates and after some 
discussion a wage schedule acceptable to both 
parties was adopted. This schedule will be sub- 
mitted to the members of the Pacific Motor Parts 
Workers Alliance at a general meeting for their ap- 
proval. 

At the conclusion of the meeting the Representa- 
tives of the Alliance requested that the discussions 
held on thse questions be sent to them as a letter. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 


By the Management 
/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
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RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-C 
8/12/30 

Minutes of a meeting between the Management 
of the Jadson Motor Products Company and the 
Committee of the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alli- 
ance held August 12th at 11:20 am. The Manage- 
ment was represented by Mr. Hileman, Mr. Kangas, 
and Mr. Hodges. Representing the Pacific Motor 
Parts Workers Alliance were Messrs. James Creek, 
G. M. Fickle, E. T. Fickle, Floyd Pfankuch, and 
Lester Bebb. 

The meeting was opened for discussion on minor 
changes in the contract presented to the Manage- 
ment by the Alhance due to a miswording in the 
original, but to conform with standard legal form, 
was considered necessary. These changes which do 
not effect the substance of the contract were made 
and approved; Mr. James Creck making the nota- 
tions for the Alliance and Mr. Hileman for the Man- 
agement. The wage schedule and the contract were 
then presented to the Management for their accept- 
ance by the Committee and were accepted by the 
signature of Mr. Hileman for the Jadson Motor 
Products Co. Acceptance for the Pacific Motor 
Parts Workers Alliance was by the signatures of 
Messrs. James Creek, G. M. Fickle, E. T. Fickle, 
Floyd Pfankuch, and Lester Bebb. 

The working schedule proposed by Mr. Kangas 
was approved by the Committee. This schedule is 
effective August 16th. 
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There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 
By the Alliance 
/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 
By the Management 
/S/ PP. D. HILEMAN 


RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT No. 1-D 
9-1-37 

Minutes of a meeting held September 1, 1937 at 
3:00 P.M. in Ma. Hileman’s office between the Man- 
agement of Jadson Motor Products Company and 
the Committee representing the P. M. P. W. A. 
Present representing the Management were Messrs. 
Hileman, Kangas, and Hodges. Representing the 
Alliance were Messrs. Creek, Fickle, Bebb, Pfan- 
kuch, and G. Fickle. 

Mr. Hileman asked the Committee if they under- 
stood the clause in the contract relating to the num- 
ber of hours in one day and the number of hours 
in one week to be eight hours in one day and forty- 
five hours in one week. They agreed that that.was 
their understanding. 

Tt was agreed to by the Committee and the Man- 
agement that if a holiday occurred during the week, 
the employees would work over-time that week to 
make up the time lost by the holiday and would not 
receive the payment of the over-time premium until 
after forty-five hours in that week. 
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Mr. Hileman reviewed the business outlook for 
the coming months and the prospects for a large 
volume of business was very good. , 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 

By the Management 

/S/ FP. Di EEEEMEAN 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-E 
9-13-37 

Minutes of a meeting held September 13, 1937 in 
the company offices, between the Management of 
Jadson Motor Products Company represented by 
Messrs. Kangas and Hodges and a Committee re- 
presenting the P. M. P. W. A. Representing the 
Alliance were Messrs. Creek, Bebb, E. Fickle, Pfan- 
kuch, and G. Fickle. 

The Committee requested that thirteen of their 
members who were receiving the minimum or less 
than the average wage in their respective classi- 
fication be brought up to average; also that two 
members who have shown exceptional ability in the 
commercial grinding department be given the maxi- 
mum rate in that department. After discussing 
each employee individually in regard to his type of 
work, ability, and length of service, it was agreed 
to by the Management to grant these raises subject 
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to Mr. Hileman’s approval, he being absent from 
this meeting. 

The Alliance then presented the Seniority Agree- 
ment for approval of the Management. After some 
discussion, it was agreed to by the Alliance to aliow 
the Management to further study this agreement 
and to make a report on September 15th. 

The mecting was adjourned but will be continued 
on September 15th. 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-F 
10-6-37 

Minutes of a meeting held October 6, 1937 be- 
tween the Management of Jadson Motor Products 
Company, represented by Messrs. V. E. Kangas and 
L. T. Hodges and a Committee representing the 
P. M. P. W. A. Representing the Alliance were 
Messrs. Creek, Bebb, E. Fickle, Pfankuch, and G. 
Fickle. 

This meeting was a continuation of the meeting 
held September 13th to further discuss the’ Senior- 
ity Agreement submitted by the P. M. P..W. A. 
After reviewing the article pertaining to the ad- 
vertising of jobs for bids, it was amended as this 
procedure, it was agreed upon, would only result in 
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endless controversy for handling promotions, this 
agreement was then presented to the Management 
and was accepted by the signature of Mr. P. D. 
Hileman for the Jadson Motor Products Co. Ac- 
ceptance for the P. M. P. W. A. was by the signa- 
ture of Mr. James Creek. 

A discussion was then held on the functioning 
of the group bonus system and the suggestion was 
made by the P. M. P. W. A. that a floor inspector 
and set up man was needed which they thought 
would eliminate some of the scrap and increase 
production. The Management stated that they 
would investigate and see if this arrangement would 
be advisable. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 


—_—_———— 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-G 

10-13-37 

Minutes of a meeting held October, 1937 be- 
tween the Management of Jadson Motor Products 
Co. represented by Messrs. V. E. Kangas and L. T. 
Hodges and a Committee representing the P. M. 
P. W. A. Repreesnting the Alliance were Messrs. 
Creek, Bebb, E. Fickle, Pfankuch, and G. Fickle. 
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The Committee stated that eight of their mem- 
bers were eligible under terms of the contract to re- 
ceive the average wage rate in their respective de- 
partments. After checking the efficiency of these em- 
ployees, they were found to be worthy and eligible 
for the average rate which they will receive effective 
October 16, 1937. Requests were also made for two 
members to be given maximum rates and two to be 
given above maximum. The management explained 
that at this time business conditions being very un- 
certain that it would not be advisable to make these 
increases at this time, however, when conditions 
were improved and stabilized, these requests would 
be reviewed. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 

By the Management 

/S/ -P. D. HILEMAN 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-H 

10-20-37 

Minutes of a meeting held October 20, 1937, be- 
tween the Management of Jadson Motor Products 
Company represented by Messrs. V. EH. Kangas and 
L. T. Hodges and a Committee representing the 
P. M. P. W. A. Representing the Alliance were 
Messrs. Creek, Bebb, E. Fickle, Pfankuch, and G. 


Fickle. 
This was a special meeting called by the Man- 
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agement to mform the Committee of an intended 
layoff. The Management explained that the reason 
for this layoff was due to the rapid decline in the 
stock market which had effected business conditions 
to such an extent as to cause cancellation and post- 
ponement of delivery dates on our orders. 

The names of all employees to be laid off were 
given the Alliance and after checking their seniority 
and ability, the Alliance gave their approval of the 
men to be laid off. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-I 
11-3-37 
Minutes of a meeting held November 3, 1937 be- 
tween the Management of the Jadson Motor Prod- 
ucts Company and the Committee representing the 
Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alliance. Present 
representing the Management was Mr. L. T. 
Hodges. The Alliance was represented by Messrs. 
James Creek, E. Fickle, L. Bebb, F. Pfankuch, and 
G. Fickle. 
The purpose of this meeting was to inform the 
P. M. P. W. A. that due to the lack of orders and 
the present decline in business it was necessary for 
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the Management to reduce the number of working 
hours from forty-five hours to forty hours per week, 
also that a reduction of factory personnel mnst be 
made. 

The Management stated that rather than layoff 
a number of men for an indefinite period, which 
they were reluctant to do, they proposed that each 
employee be given a week’s layoff. This layoff to 
be made by a group of five or six men each week. 
By this method the temporary layoffs would cover 
a twenty weeks period, and by that time, if busi- 
ness conditions were improved, no further layoffs 
would be necessary. 

The Management also stated that due to lack of 
work in some departments employees in those de- 
partments would either have to be transferred to a 
department in which there was work or be laid off 
until the work resumed in their own departments. 
Employees thus transferred would receive the aver- 
age rate of the department to which they were 
transferred. 

After discussing these proposed changes, the Alh- 
ance stated that due to the circumstances which ne- 
cessitated these changes, this procedure met with 
their approval. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. . 

By the Management | 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 

By the Alliance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 
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RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-3 
11-22-37 

Minutes of a meeting held November 22, 1937 
between the Management of the Jadson Motor 
Products Company and a Committee representing 
the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alliance. Pres- 
ent representing the Management were Messrs. 
Hileman, Kangas, and Hodges. Representing the 
Alliance were Messrs. James Creek, E. T. Fickle, 
Floyd Pfankuch, and Lester Bebb. 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the 
procedure to be followed in the changing of rates 
when a workman changed from his own department, 
in which he is regularly employed, to another de- 
partment. It was mutually agreed that when these 
changes were made the following provisions shall 
apply: 

(a) No change in rate shall be made when the 
transfer to another department is for less than 
two hours. 

(b) When the difference in rate is three cents 
an hour or less, no change shall be made. 

(c) When work from one department is brought 
into another department, the prevailing rate of 
the department into which the work is transferred 
shall be maintained. 

(d) <A list of operations and machines shall be 
compiled showing the transfer rate for these ma- 
chines and operations. This list to be available 
to any employee at any time. 
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(e) When a workman is transferred from his 
own department on request of the foreman to work 
on a special or rush job and not because of lack 
of work in his own department, his base rate shall 
not be changed. 

It was also agreed that when men in the Forge 
department designated as set-up men, were not 
working in that classification, their rate would be 
reduced to the maximum rate in that department. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Management 

By the Alhance 

/S/ JAMES D. CREEK 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-K 
2-28-38 
Minutes of a meeting held February 28th be- 
tween the Management of Jadson Motor Produets 
Company and a Committee representing the Pa- 
cific Motor Parts Workers Alliance. Present rep- 
resenting the Management were Messrs. Hileman, 
Kangas, and Hodges. Representing the Alliance 
were Messrs. James Creek, E. T. Fickle, Lester 
Bebb, Floyd Pfankuch, G. HE. Fickle, and Seere- 
tary, Joe Walker. 
Mr. James Creek informed the Management that 
a number of complaints had been registered by 
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Alliance members regarding the placing of female 
employees of the inspection department on machine 
operations in the plant. The Management replied 
that this was done in lieu of sending the employees 
in question home because of lack of work in the 
department in which they were regularly employed. 

The Management also stated that the higher rate 
now being paid on these simple machine operations 
had so affected the manufacturing costs that in a 
number of cases the cost of manufacture exceeded 
the selling price, and that some adjustment would 
have to be made if the company was to retain this 
service division business, as this plant was on a 
competitive basis with other divisions. 

In the opinion of the Management the only 
method of reducing the cost on these simple ma- 
chine operations would be the employing of female 
help, as, under terms of the contract now in ef- 
fect with the P. M. P. W. A., the average rate 
for these operations is .55¢ per hour, while the 
Maximum rate for female employees is .48¢ per 
hour. The Alliance then stated that they did not 
favor the employment of female help on machine 
operations, and that they would prefer male em- 
ployees in the actual production work. 

It was then proposed to classify the machine 
operations and to establish a new rate schedule 
of a maximum of .50c per hour which would only 
apply to the operations so listed. This was to be 
in. the form of an addenda to the now existing rate 
schedule. It was further stated by the Manage- 
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ment that, as a ‘‘gentleman’s agreement’’, no fe- 
male help would be used on machine oper ous for 
the present time. 

There being no further business the mectiae was 
adjourned. 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-L 

4-28-38 

Minutes of the meeting held April 28, 1938 at 
1:30 P. M. in Mr. Hileman’s office between Jadson 
Motor Produets Co. Management and the Commit- 
tee representing the Pacific Motor Parts Workers 
Alliance. Present representing the Management were 
Mr. Hileman, Mr. Kangas, and Mr. Hodges. Rep- 
resenting the Alliance were Messrs. Creek, G. M. 
Fickle, E. T. Fickle, Floyd Pfankuch, and L. Bebb. 
The purpose of this meeting was to inform the 
Alliance that, plant equipment having been put ‘in 
good condition which has made it possible to-.in- 
erease production on these machines, it 1s neces- 
sary that a revision of the production standards 
be made. This change in the production rate will 
only effect four machines at the present time: A 
discussion was held and in reviewing the new stand- 
ards it was agreed that it would be possible to meet 
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them and also for the employees to obtain a bonus. 
It was also agreed by the Management that an 
equitable distribution of overtime would be made. 
There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 
By the Management 


Cr i 


RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT No. 1-M 
7-26-38 

Minutes of a meeting held July 26th 1938 be- 
tween the Management of Jadson Motor Products 
Company and a Committee representing the Pa- 
eific Motor Parts Workers Alliance. Those pres- 
ent representing the Management were Messrs. 
Hileman, Kangas and Hodges; representing the 
Alliance were Messrs. James Creek, E. T. Fickle, 
Floyd Pfankuch, George M. Fickle and Lester 
Bebb. 

The Allianee requested an extension of thirty 
days be given to the present contract between the 
P. M. P. W. A. and Jadson Motor Products Com- 
pany, which expires August 12th, 1938, stating that 
an election of new officers would take place prior 
to the expiration of the contract and that there 
would not be sufficient time for the new Commit- 
tee to familiarize themselves with the procedure 
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to follow in negotiating a new contract. This ex- 
tension was granted. 

The Alliance also asked if it would be posible 
to enlarge the men’s wash room, located in the 
West side of the plant, as it was in a very crowded 
condition at noon and at the end of the working 
day. The Management replied that a lack of floor 
space in this area made it impossible to do this; 
however, it was proposed that the rear wash room 
be enlarged and a survey made to see if there was 
a sufficient number of employees desiring addi- 
tional showers, if so they would be installed. 

It was also proposed to install one large locker 
in each Department, as lack of space made indi- 
vidual lockers impractical. 

A general round table discussion on business 
conditions was had, after which the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Management 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-N 
8-25-38 
Minutes of a meeting between the Management 
of the Jadson Motor Products Co. and the Com- 
mittee representing the Pacific Motor Parts Work- 
ers Alliance held August 25, 1938 at 2:30 P. M. 
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The Management was represented by Messrs. Hile- 
man, Kangas and Brooks. Representing the Alh- 
ance was the recently elected Committee: Messrs. 
T. G. Overhulse, President: E. T. Fickle; Floyd 
Pfankuech: Luther Leatherwood; and O. P. Wright. 

The Allianee requested a raise of five to ten 
eents per hour on the present maximum wage rate 
and also a ten cent per hour raise for work done 
on the very large size valves. The Management re- 
plied that the financial condition of the Company 
was such that it would be impossible to grant a 
blanket raise on maximum rates as requested, but 
that a raise of five cents per hour had been con- 
sidered for work done on the large valves. The 
Committee also brought up the subject of paying 
a bonus for work on the large valves, the Man- 
agement pointing out the impracticability of at- 
tempting to arrive at any fair and equitable bonus 
system on parts which were of a highly special- 
ized and individual nature, such as seats and the 
afore-mentioned large valves. 

The Management reviewed in detail the pro- 
visions of the Fair Labor Act which becomes ef- 
fective October 26, 1938, laying special emphasis 
on the maximum of forty-four hours in any one 
week. The question was asked by the Manage- 
ment if the old contract had proved satisfactory 
and if the Alliance wished to make any changes. 
The Alliance agreed that the contract had been 
satisfactory and no changes were desired except 
to incorporate those in compliance with the Fair 
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Labor Act. Mr. Hileman mentioned the fact that 
the regular meetings between the Alliance and the 
Management had not been held the first Monday of 
each month as specified in the contract due to 
the fact that there have not been enough sub- 
jects of discussion to warrant meetings of this 
frequency. It was decided that in the future the 
Alliance would notify the Management at least 
twenty-four hours in advance when a meeting was 
desired. 

The Alliance discussed a bonus to be paid to die 
makers. They explained that the cooperation given 
the Forge Department enabled this last named 
group to speed up production and earn a bonus. 
The Management explained that no bonus could 
be paid on this type of work, but the die makers 
after having been on the job at least four months 
could be raised to the maximum wage, if, in the 
opinion of the Superintendent, the men were de- 
serving of the maximum. 

The Alliance brought up the fact that they felt 
that 50% of the men were receiving minimum wages 
and that very few have reached maximum. The 
Management then produced figures showing that 
almost the reverse was true; over 40% received 
maximum wages, less than 5% were receiving the 
minimum ,the balance falling in the average group. 
The question was brought up as to whether the 
group bonus system was satisfactory, and it was 
found that the majority of the Alliance was in 
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favor of continuing with the arrangement without 
making any change. Complaint was registered con- 
cerning the transfer of two men, watchman and 
janitor, from an hourly wage to monthly salary 
without consulting the Alliance. Mr. Hileman 
agreed that the move had been made without dis- 
cussion, but it was done in this case as it is the 
usual practice of janitors and watchmen to be paid 
on a salary basis in other Thompson Divisions. 

The Management agreed to have a new contract 
drawn up and presented to the Committee for con- 
sideration as soon as possible. 

There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 

By the Alliance 

The Management said it was not their intention 
to make a general practice of transferring men 
from hourly rate to salary. 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-0 

9-12-38 

Minutes of a meeting between the Management 
of the Jadson Motor Products Company and a Com- 
mittee representing the Pacific Motor Parts Work- 
ers Alliance held September 12, 1938. Present rep- 
resenting the Management were Messrs. Paul Hile- 
man, Vic Kangas, and Arthur Brooks. Represent- 
ing the Alliance were Messrs. T. G. Overhulse, Ed 
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Fiekle, Floyd Pfankuch, and Luther Leatherwood. 
O. P. Wright not being present. 

The meeting was opened with discussion on the 
wage hour rates resulting in adjustments being 
made in some cases. It was brought up by the 
Management that due to the Fair Labor Standard 
Acts of 1938 a change of hours of the janitor 
and watehman would have to be made, and it was 
agreed to have two men work six hours and fifteen 
minutes a day, seven days a week. This would give 
them their regular forty-four hours a week, and 
their work would be divided so that each man 
would have his share, and that they would be 
classified as janitor and watehmen. 

The subject was brought up to install a second 
wash basin in the men’s lavatory as the men have 
to wait their turn at the luneh hour, and it is 
very inconvenient. This Mr. Hileman agreed to 
have done. It was also decided to install five large 
lockers in the shop so that the men could change 
their clothes at the shop if they wished and have 
a proper place to keep their belongings. 

The new contract combining Seniority Agree- 
ment and Wage Agreement was then signed by 
both parties covering the period to September 12, 
1939. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. - 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 

By the Alliance 

/S/ T. G. OVERHULSE 
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RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-P 
1-5-39 

Minutes of a meeting between the Management 
of the Jadson Motor Products Company and a 
Committee representing the Pacific Motor Parts 
Workers Alliance held January 5, 1939. Present 
representing the Management were Mr. Paul Hile- 
man, Mr. Vic Kangas, and My. Arthur Brooks. 
Representing the Alliance were Messrs. Ed Fickle, 
Floyd Pfankuch, Luther Leatherwood, and O. P. 
Wright. 

One of the main topics brought up was the bonus 
problem as to whether or not the bonus would 
be left to accumulate for a period of one year to 
be paid in a lump sum at Christmas or paid each 
pay period as in the past. After a short discus- 
sion, it was decided to have a petition passed to 
each employee to sign whether in favor of or to 
the contrary. 

Mr. Hileman discussed the possibility of trans- 
ferring the Jadson service stock to one of the 
Eastern warehouses, where, by making this change, 
it would mean quite a saving in handling our mer- 
chandise in this manner. 

He also outlined a plan of installing Oil and 
Gas Pumps and a Grease Rack at the plant, ex- 
plaining how the employees would benefit by this 
plan by being able to purchase gasoline and oil 
at a figure considerably lower than service station 
prices. 
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New jobs that are opening in the Sales depart- 
ment and various other departments were discussed. 
Mr. Hileman explained that men would be selected 
from the plant to fill these positions wherever it 
was possible to do so. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 

By the Alliance 

/S/ E. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-Q 
3-28-39 

A special meeting between the Management of 
the Jadson Motor Products Company and a Com- 
mittee representing the Pacific Motor Parts Work- 
ers Alliance was held March 28, 1939. 

Present representing the Management were Mr. 
P. D. Hileman, Vie Kangas and A. R. Brooks, 
representing the Alliance were Mr. E. T. Fickle, 
L. J. Leatherwood, O. P. Wright and N. J. Chif- 
ford. 

The open subject for discussion was the Group 
Bonus. Ed Fickle explained that although some 
of the men in the group were producing a high 
average, it was pulled down by a very few in the 
group that were below the bonus rates. He also 
suggested dividing the large group into several 
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groups, thereby, giving the higher producers the 
benefit of his earned bonus. After a short discus- 
sion, Mr. Hileman suggested this be set aside to 
see the outcome of the bonus figures for the past 
pay period. 

The subject of the handling of tires and _ bat- 
teries by the Company Station was mentioned, and 
it was agreed that these two items would not be 
stocked at the Station, but Mr. Brooks would order 
tires and batteries for any emplovee wishing to 
purchase same at Service Station discount. 

One of the P. M. P. W. A. Committeemen com- 
plained about the gasoline being mixed and ecaus- 
ing him trouble in starting his car. Mr. Brooks 
explained that on the original purchase of gasoline 
300 gallons of Flash had been purchased, but due 
to the slight difference of only one-half cent per 
gallon between the Flash and Hi-Octane, that the 
Station was unable to sell the Flash. After two 
weeks trial, it was then decided to transfer the 
Flash into the Hi-Octane tanks to rid the Station 
of this Flash in order to leave the Flash pump 
open for the handling of Ethyl, which the Station 
had demands for. It was explained that at the time 
this mixture was made the gasoline pump man 
explained to the employee buying the Hi-Octane 
gasoline that it had been mixed. A letter also was 
posted on the bulletin board explaining the above 
reason for mixing this gasoline. It was further 
explained that all gasoline at the present time and 
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in the future would be 100% Hi-Octane and Ethyl. 
The subject of a soda pop dispenser being in- 
stalled for the summer months was discussed, and 
it was agreed by all that should the Benefit Fund 
wish to install a pop dispenser this year that the 
electric tvpe should be used to eliminate the han- 
dling of ice, and that the Benefit Fund would 
be approached on this matter. 
With no further business the meeting was ad- 
journed. 
By the Management 
/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 
/S/ HK. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-R 
7-25-39 

Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s 
office July 25, 1939 between Committee members 
EK. T. Fickle, L. J. Leatherwood, Ladean Gregg, 
and N. J. Clifford, representing the P. M. P. W. 
Alliance, and P. D. Hileman, V. E. Kangas, and 
D. M. Cameron, representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who 
outlined a plan recently discussed with Cleveland 
Management and purchasing whereby a_ blanket 
order covering the more popular service parts might 
be issued to Jadson with a six month delivery 
period specified. This in turn might be used to 
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our advantage in eliminating production peaks and 
valleys, and assuring our men of steadier employ- 
ment, as well as tending to reduce costs through 
larger quantities. 

Mr. Hileman also discussed and explained va- 
rious angles of the completion of recent orders 
from Douglas Aircraft for hardened and ground 
precision aircraft bolts, and the prospects for the 
standardization of the aircraft industry on our 
development, which we hope will result in quanti- 
ties of five to eight thousand pieces per month 
beginning September 1. Thus far, Jadson has 
produced the only satisfactory part of this type 
which Douglas has used and other aircraft manu- 
facturers are much interested in standardizing their 
own requirements. 

Several questions were asked by the Committee 
concerning the recent refinancing program through 
the selling of 20,000 shares of Prior Preference 
Stock. Considerable publicity had been given this 
move in local newspapers. Mr. Hileman explained 
the reasons for needing additional working capital 
in order to liquidate our present short-term bank 
notes and also supply ready capital for expansion 
of machinery, primarily for aircraft business. He 
also explained that the increase of our business 
in five years had amounted to approximately $6,000,- 
000.00, which in turn necessitated larger raw mate- 
rial inventories and greater float of money between 
the time we had paid for raw material and in- 
vested labor for its manufacture into the finished 
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product, delivered it to the ultimate consumer, and 
the time check for payment from our customer 
reached us. 

Satisfaction was expressed by members of the 
Committee as to working conditions, hours, ete., 
with no complaints from any member. 

The subject of the renewal of the contract 
which comes up next month was then brought up, 
and the promise of a year ago to discuss a vacation 
plan with pay for hourly rate employees was com- 
mented upon. Mr. Hileman asked the Committee 
to formulate their ideas on the subject and present 
them for discussion and consideration before the 
end of next week. 

The Committee expressed satisfaction and pleas- 
ure concerning the arrival and installation of va- 
rious new pieces of machinery recently purchased. 
The feeling generally was that the outlook for 
Jadson was better today than at any time in the 
past five or six years. 

There being no further business to diseuss, the 
meeting adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 

By the Management 
/S/ BE. T. FICKLE 

By the Alliance 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT No. 1-8 
8-8-39 

Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
on August 8, 1939 between Cominittee members, E. 
T. Fickle, C. O. Stubblefield, L. J. Leatherwood, N. 
J. Clifford, G. EH. McIntyre and Secretary, J. J. 
Walker representing the Pacific Motor Parts Work- 
ers Alliance and P. D. Hileman, V. E. Kangas and 
D. M. Cameron representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman, who 
asked what was new and interesting and if any 
vacation plans had been formulated by the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance which they would 
like to discuss at this time. Three plans were sub- 
mitted, which are as follows— 

Plan No. 1—Any workman emploved wnder one 
year—no vacation. If employed from one to five 
years—one week vacation. If employed from five 
to ten years—one week plus one day for each year 
over five. At the end of ten years—two weeks va- 
eation. Mr. Hileman asked whether or not the Pa- 
eific Motor Parts Workers Alliance thought an em- 
ploye of, for example; 15 years standing on the 
payroll should have special vacation recognition. 
Mr. Fickle replied that two weeks vacation was 
considered maximum. 

Plan No. 2—Workmen employed from one to five 
years should have one day vacation for each com- 
pleted work year. If employed over five years he 
would receive the maximum vacation of two weeks. 

Plan No. 3—Workmen employed under three 
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years—no vacation. From three to five years—one 
week. From five years on—two weeks. 

Mr. Hileman then asked if any plans for pay 
rates durmg vacations had been formulated. Mr. 
Fickle replied that this had not as yet been dis- 
eussed. Mr. Hileman stated that everyone’s rate 
was being averaged with the view of setting up their 
vacation rate, provided a vacation plan for next 
year was adopted. 

Mr. Hileman asked for opinions on the plans 
submitted. Mr. Kangas stated that he did not think 
plan No. 1 to be fair; his reason being that a five 
year man would have no better vacation standing 
than a one year man. This brought up the question 
as to the percentage of five to ten year men em- 
ployed, which was judged to be 30%. For employees 
of ten years or more, 25%. 

The general opinion was that plan No. 2 was the 
most acceptable of those submitted. 

My. Hileman asked if any Pacific Motor Parts 
Workers Alliance member had suggested working 
during his vacation and get double pay during that 
time. None had. Mr. Hileman stated that the sug- 
gestion was made frequently, but was definitely out. 
He further stated that vacation plans would have 
to be made carefully due to the fact that at times 
the absence of four or five men in specialized jobs 
would handicap us to a great extent, and also sug- 
gested that we think the various vacation plans 
over carefully for comment during a meeting to be 
ealled at some later date. 
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Upon being asked by Mr. Hileman if there were 
any complaints regarding working conditions or 
any other matters which should be discussed at 
this meeting, Mr. Fickle replied that the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance would like to have 
the Group Bonus plan rates written into the new 
contract, which should be presented for signature on 
or before September 12, 1939. 

Mr. Hileman replied that the Company liked the 
Bonus plan and intended the retention of same. Mr. 
Clifford asked if the Bonus rates would be changed 
should production increase. Mr. Kangas replied 
that they would if new machinery, which might be 
purchased, were the cause of the increased produc- 
tion. Mr. Hileman and Mr. Kangas were both 
against incorporating Bonus rates into the new 
contract. 

There followed another complaint from an em- 
ployee who considered himself due a more advan- 
tageous rate of pay. The matter was referred to Mr. 
Kangas by Mr. Hileman for settlement. 

Another employee thought his pay rate should 
be increased due to the higher efficiency on his par- 
ticular job since the installation of a new machine. 
This matter was also referred to Mr. Kangas but 
there is some question as to whether the man’s 
efficiency has increased or whether the increased 
rate of production is entirely due to the new ma- 
chine. 

Mr. Hileman pointed out the fact that two years 
ago the average wage for the shop was 5%e per 
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hour and for the first six months of this year it was 
68e per hour, which is an increase of 19%. 

Mr. Fickle stated that there had been some dis- 
satisfaction expressed by members of the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance because of the Com- 
pany’s hiring outside labor for Tool Room Work, 
and that said members thought men in the shop 
should be promoted to those jobs. Mr. Kangas ex- 
plained that there were no men in the shop who were 
competent to do the work and that the Company 
could not afford to break in a man, at his regular 
wages, to learn the work required. He further stat- 
ed that the job in question was of short duration 
and that it was not the Company’s policy to go 
outside for skilled help except in special cases. 

Since the new contract was not ready for pres- 
entation to the Company, Mr. Hileman asked that 
the present contract be extended for thirty days, to 
which Mr. Fickle and Committee members gave 
their assent. An extension of the present contract 
was drawn up and duly signed. 

Mr. Hileman then brought up the subject of the 
Jadson Annual Picnic. Everyone seemed in accord 
as to its being held during the first week in Octo- 
ber. There followed a round table discussion re- 
garding the event. Mr. Clifford agreed to investigate 
a proposed new location for this year’s outing, al- 
though much satisfaction was expressed with the 
beauty and facilities of Banning Park, where the 
picnic was held last year. 
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There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting adjourned. 
By the Management 
/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 
/S/ EH. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-T 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s of- 
fice on October 19, 1939 between Committee mem- 
bers E. T. Fickle, L. J. Leatherwood, C. O. Stub- 
blefield, N. J. Clifford and Secretary L. S. Bebb 
representing the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Al- 
lianee, and P. D. Hileman, V. EH. Kangas, and D. 
M. Cameron representing the company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who 
asked all of those present if they had a good time 
at the company pienic, which was held at Banning 
Park October 14, and also what the consensus of 
opinion of the shop was. Everyone agreed that the 
pienic was the best of all three which have been 
held since 1937. 

The discussion then shifted over to our present 
production schedules and the lack of inter-plant 
orders for Thompson and Toledo Service Divisions. 
The committee was much interested as ap- 
proximately twenty-five (25) of their members have 
been recently laid off. Mr. Hileman explained that 
this was due in a measure to a too optimistic out- 
look on replacement sales for the last quarter of 
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this year; that because so many valves had already 
been manufactured and were still in Cleveland in- 
ventory, we could not expect additional orders un- 
til the first part of 1940. It was also pointed out 
that total production of all valves for the year of 
1938, including old Jadson Service, mnter-plant busi- 
ness and original equipment, was about 700,000 and 
that this year for the first nine months inter-plant 
transfers alone were over 800,000 pieces. 

A new product which we are to make for the air- 
eraft industry was displayed by Mr. Hileman. It is 
part of a heat regulator to be used by various air- 
eraft companies building transport planes. 

The Old Guard Emblems which were received 
recently were displayed to the Committee and it 
was unanimously agreed that the design was excel- 
lent. Management explained the aims of the Old 
Guard Association and all those present were very 
enthusiastic regarding Jadson’s becoming a part of 
the organization. 

The subject of the new P. M. P. W. A. contract 
for 1940 was discussed at great length—numerous 
questions being asked concerning the vacation plan 
and the wording changes from last year’s contract. 
All questions being answered to the satisfaction of 
the committee, the contract was then duly signed, 
and the meeting adjourned. 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 

/S/ E. T. FICKLE 
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RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-U 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
on December 8, 1939 between Committee members 
KH. T. Fickle, L. J. Leatherwood, C. O. Stubblefield, 
G. E. McIntire, C. E. Little, N. J. Clifford, and 
Secretary L. S. Bebb representing the P.M.P.W.A. 
and P. D. Hileman, V. E. Kangas and D. M. Cam- 
eron representing the company. 

The meeting, a special one requested by the 
P.M.P.W.A. to settle a few questions which had 
arisen since our last meeting on October 19, was 
called to order by Mr. Hileman who asked that the 
problems be presented. 

The first request was made by Mr. Fickle who 
asked that men working the night shift be paid 3¢ 
more per hour, that they be assigned a definite 
shift (either day or night instead of alternating 
every two weeks) and that the choice of shifts be 
given the men according to their seniority. The 3¢ 
per hour increase who asked as compensation for 
working a steady night shift. 

Mr. Hileman expressed his opinion that such a 
plan might be worked out since it would eliminate 
much of the timekeeping which is now necessary 
under the present alternating system. Mr. Kangas 
stated that a steady night or day shift had been 
tried once but did not work out because those on 
the night shift grew tired of it after two or three 
months, however, with an additional 3¢ per hour to 
be gained on night work, it might work out by al- 
ternating shifts every six months. 
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To Mr. Hileman’s question as to whether or not 
a vote among the P.M.P.W.A members had been 
taken, Mr. Fickle replied that it had and that a 
majority desired a steady shift, their reason being 
that they would be on one shift barely long enough 
to get used to it and then would have to do the 
same thing over, thus upsetting their sleeping and 
eating habits. 

Mr. Hileman asked that another meeting be held 
within ten days, at which time he would have 
formed a definite decision, and that he would con- 
sider the proposed increase for night work after 
an opportunity to study its effect on material costs. 

The second question was a complaint on the part 
of the die makers that they were not being advanced 
to tool making, but instead outside help was being 
brought in. To this Mr. Kangas replied that this 
had been done because the die makers were not 
eapable of doing the work necessary. Mr. Fickle 
then asked that the die makers be advanced to the 
making of collets and other jobs at which tool 
makers are usually broken in. Mr. Kangas replied 
that the job of making collets was not steady enough 
to warrant doing this and that it would neeessitate 
breaking new men in on die making. Mr. Hileman 
pointed out the fact that since our advent into the 
airplane parts field our delivery requirements were 
oftentimes very limited and that jobs had to be fin- 
ished as quickly as possible, and that for this reason 


he would be unwilling to break in die men on tool 
making. 
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The next topic under discussion was the bonus 
system. Forge workers had complained that they 
lost money when they were transferred temporarily 
from their department to another job which paid no 
bonus. Mr. Kangas agreed to think the matter over 
and see what could be done. 

Mr. Fickle then brought up the question of having 
an absolutely closed shop, stating that there was 
some grumbling among members of the P.M.P.W.A. 
because others who would not pay their dues, but still 
reaped the benefits derived from belonging to the 
organization and that there was still one worker who 
would not join the union. Mr. Hileman replied that 
an absolutely closed shop could not be granted nor 
could the non-union worker be forced to joi, since 
this would be interfering with the rights of a citizen 
and would be contrary to the Wagner Labor Law. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting adjourned. 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 

/S/ KH. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-V 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s of- 
fice on December 29, 1939 between Committee mem- 
bers EH. T. Fickle, C. O. Stubblefield, G. E. Mce- 
Intire, C. E. Little, N. J. Chfford and Secretary 
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L. S. Bebb representing the P.M.P.W.A. and P. D. 
Hileman, V. E. Kangas and D. M. Cameron repre- 
senting the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman. The 
first topic under discussion was the proposed 3¢e 
increase ‘per hour for men working the night shift. 
He stated that, after giving the matter serious 
thought, he was not in favor of granting this in- 
erease but instead he submitted the following plan 
which would be more beneficial to the employee as 
well as the Company:—That the employees on the 
night shift should be given a minimum of two hours 
overtime per week at the time and one-half rate. 
This would, in effect, increase the employees earn- 
ings from 8 to 10% and at the same time benefit 
the Company through increased production which 
is badly needed. This proposal was considered a 
good one by the P.M.P.W.A. Committee members 
who agreed to put the proposition up to their fellow 
members; if accepted, the plan to go into effect as 
soon as necessary arrangements could be made, Mr. 
Kangas to be notified as to rejection or acceptance 
of the plan. 

The next topic dealt with the length of time to 
be worked by the night shift at a single stretch. 
Mr. Clifford thought that a three months period 
was regarded by the majority as more acceptable 
than the original six month plan. Mr. Hileman 
agreed to accept this proposal but expressed a pref- 
erence for a six months steady night shift. Mr. 
Fickle promised to present the plan to the Union 
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members and to advise the management as to the 
outcome; if accepted, the workers now on night 
shirt to continue on same until April 1, 1940. 

Mr. Fickle then brought up the subject, which 
had been diseussed in previous meetings, of ad- 
vancing men now engaged in die making to tool 
making. Mr. Hileman stated that the Management 
would be unwilling to do this, again pointing out 
the time factor and stressing the Company’s need 
for production and accuracy especially in aircraft 
work. He then suggested a plan the substance of 
which is as follows:—That if there were enough 
men interested, the Company would stand the ex- 
pense of hiring an instructor in tool making to 
come to the plant and teach them on specified nights 
of each week. Mr. Fickle agreed to investigate the 
matter and report his finding to the Management. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting adjourned. 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 

/S/ E. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-W 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s of- 
fice on January 30, 1940, between committee mem- 
bers E. T. Fickle, G. E. McIntire, C. O. Stubblefield, 
C. E. Little, N. J. Clifford, and Secretary L. S. 
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Bebb representing the P.M.P.W.A., and P. D. Hile- 
man, V. BE. Kangas, and D. M. Cameron represent- 
ing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman, who 
asked how the proposed plan for a steady night 
shift with overtime had been received by the Union 
members. Mr. Fickle replied that the plan had not 
been accepted; the only objection being that of 
working a steady three months night shift. Mr. 
Hileman then asked if there would be any objec- 
tion to continuing as at present with overtime be- 
ing worked by men doing operations which were 
necessary to step up production. It was the opinion 
of all committee members that this would be sat- 
isfactory. 

The next topie under discussion dealt with rates 
of pay on polishers, thread grinders and on auto- 
matic machines. Mr. Fickle expressed an opinion 
that 50e per hour should be the minimnm rate for 
polishing. Mr. Kangas stated that, in his opinion, 
a minimum rate of 45¢ and a maximum rate of 55¢ 
should apply on this job. Mr. Clifford pointed out 
the fact that this particular job was quite injurious 
to the operator’s lungs. Mr. Hileman requested that 
Mr. Kangas look into the matter and to install a 
fixture to remove this dust hazard. Mr. Kangas 
agreed to do this at once. In regard to thread grind- 
ers’ rates, Mr. Kangas expressed his opinion that 
this operation should not pay more than 70¢ per 
hour. It was generally agreed by all present that 
this would be a fair rate. Mr. Hileman then asked 
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for opinions regarding the rates to be paid on the 
automatic machines. Since no one was very familiar 
with this particular operation, opinions were slow 
in forthcoming. Mr. Kangas wrote his on a slip 
of paper and asked that all those present do like- 
wise. Suggested rates ranged from 45c¢ per hour for 
a beginner to 75¢ per hour for a man capable of 
making his own set-ups. Mr. Hileman asked that 
the rate question be left open for two or three 
weeks, at the end of which time a definite rate would 
be decided upon and written into the agreement. 
The committee members expressed their willing- 
ness to do this. 

A difference of opinion between Mr. Kangas 
and Mr. Fickle regarding an employees senority 
standing upon resuming work after his being fired 
or after quitting the company employ was settled 
satisfactorily to all concerned. Mr. Livingstone in- 
terpreted the senority clause as follows:—If an 
employee quite his job or is fired and is, after a 
period, asked to return to work his senority rating 
resumes. 

The subject of a soft ball team was introduced 
by Mr. Clifford who had agreed at our last meeting 
to determine if there were enough persons inter- 
ested to warrant the forming of a elub. Mr. Hile- 
man expressed a desire for having a team this year 
and offered to get particulars regarding our enter- 
ing a local league. This information he would turn 
over to Mr. Clifford or Wayne Kangas. 
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Only one complaint was entered at this meeting, 
the plaintiff being George E. MeIntire, who asked 
that his rate per hour be increased in order that 
the amount of his pay check equal that of the 
operators on electric up-setters who were doing 
more of the type of work which paid a higher 
bonus. Mr. Kangas stated that he could not do 
this without making a general increase throughout 
the plant. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting adjourned. 

By the Management 
/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alhance 
/S/ E. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-X 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s 
office on March 26, 1940 between committee mem- 
bers E. T. Fickle, G. EK. McIntire, C. O. Stubble- 
field, C. E. Little, N. J. Clifford, and Secretary 
L. S. Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A., and 
P. D. Hileman, V. E. Kangas and D. M. Cameron 
representing the Company. 

Mr. Hileman opened the meeting by asking what 
had developed for discussion. Mr. Fickle replied 
that many complaints had been received from union 
members that they were not receiving the correct 
wage rate for their particular job. Mr. Hileman re- 
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quested that a list of the men not receiving the 
correct rate be typed and delivered to him immedi- 
ately, further stating that if this condition were 
existent, it would immediately be corrected and 
that 1f any back pay was due the men in question, 
it would be paid. 

The next complaint made by Mr. Fickle was 
that a man recently assigned to a set-up job was 
not receiving set-up pay. Mr. Kangas replied that 
the man in question was not yet familiar enough with 
the work to be regarded as a full set-up man, draw- 
ing set-up rate. There followed a general discus- 
sion as to when a man became fully capable and 
Mr. Fickle suggested that this decision be left up 
to the foreman under whom the man in question 
might be working. 

Mr. Hileman called for a copy of the Articles of 
Agreement and Wage Secale between the P. M. P. 
W. A. and the Company. After reading the clause 
dealing with set-up men, he stated that in his opin- 
ion any man designated as a set-up man should 
receive set-up pay. He further stated that any 
back pay due the man under discussion would be 
paid. 

Mr. MelIntire brought up the question as to 
whether or not a new employee should receive 
a bonus during the first thirty days of his employ- 
ment. Mr. Kangas replied that under the terms of 
the agreement no bonus would be paid any employee 
with less than thirty days standing as he was not 
eligible to participate with the group. 
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The next topic was presented by Mr. Fiekle who 
stated that the committee would like to set the 
rates of pay on the automatic machines, the thread 
grinder and the polishing machine. Mr. Hileman 
stated that he and Mr. Kangas had recently dis- 
cussed this problem and asked Mr. Fickle what he 
considered a fair rate for automatic machine opera- 
tors. Mr. Fickle replied that he considered a mini- 
mum rate of 60c, average of 65c, and maximum of 
70¢ per hour as reasonable and fair. Mr. Kangas 
agreed that this would be fair enough after a man 
was capable of making their own set-ups. This 
rate was agreed as fair and was accepted by both 
Management and the P. M. P. W. A. Committee. 

Mr. Hileman inquired of Mr. Fickle his opinion 
of a fair rate for thread grinder operators. To 
this he replied that a maximum rate of 75c per 
hour would be about right. Mr. Clifford expressed 
an opinion that the same rate should apply on the 
thread grinder as that now applying on finishing 
stem grinders, which is 76¢ per hour maximum. 
Mr. Kangas contended that the operator on auto- 
maties had a tougher job than the thread grinder 
operator and that thread grinding should not pay 
more than work on the automatics. Mr. Hileman 
pointed out to Mr. Kangas the added responsibility 
of the thread grinder operator because of the very 
close tolerance to which the threads must be held 
and also the fact that thread grinding is the final 
operation on these expensive parts having a ground 
thread. Mr. Kangas held to his opinion that thread 
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erinding should not pay over 70c per hour. The 
Committee almost unanimously maintained that 
thread grinding should be paid a maximum of 76e, 
average of 66c and minimum of 60c per hour. Mr. 
Hileman sided with the Committee and this scale 
was aecepted by all present. 

Myr. Hileman asked for opinions of rates to be 
paid on polishing machines. Mr. Kangas replied 
that he believed a higher rate than the tentative one 
of 55¢ an hour maximum, which was decided upon 
at the last meeting, should be paid, stating as his 
reasons the fact that this is a tedious and ticklish 
job and should pay somewhat more. The new rate 
he proposed was 55¢ minimum, 60c average, and 
65e maximum per hour. This rate finally accepted 
after discussion. 

Mr. Hileman inquired if there were any more 
questions or problems to be presented, to which 
Mr. Fickle replied that the most important one 
had been saved until Jast—that being that the P. M. 
P. W. A. was requesting a 10% inerease in wages 
for all union members. Mr. Hileman inquired if 
a general increase was asked for all brackets, or 
whether the increase of 10% was for those receiv- 
ing maximum pay. Mr. Clifford stated that the 
request covered an increase of 10% for those now 
at the maximum rate. Mr. Hileman stated that 
such a raise would substantially increase the com- 
pany’s costs, in that aircraft parts or specials had 
a greater number of man hours per piece and also, 
for the most part, had operators earning the top 
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rate. This also would reflect an increase not only 
in direct labor, but it would result in a reduction 
of the profit which could be earned if an increase in 
sale prices could not be obtained—which, at this 
time, seems doubtful due to a prolonged price rais- 
ing campaign which had met with considerable suc- 
cess over the previous two year period. Mr. Clif- 
ford replied that the request for pay raise was oc- 
easioned by the increased cost of living, which was 
up at least 10% sinee the first of January. 

Considerable additional discussion of the pay 
raise problem was had. Mr. Hileman finally asked 
for at least a two weeks period of grace in which 
he might confer with department heads and study 
the effect on our costs or granting such a pro- 
posal. 

There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 

By the Management 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 
/S/ EH. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-Y 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s 
office April 9, 1940 between Committee members 
E. T. Fickle, G. E. MeIntire, C. O. Stubblefield, 
C. E. Little and Secretary L. S. Bebb representing 
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the P. M. P. W. A., and P. D. Hileman, V.~ i. Kans 
gas and D. M. Cameron representing the Company. 
Committee member N. J. Clifford was absent. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who 
gaye to each person present a copy of the Annual 
Report To Employees of Thompson Products, stat- 
ing that a copy of this report had been mailed to 
each employee the previous day. Various items 
contained in the report were commented on by Mr. 
Hileman, among which were the cost of plant opera- 
tions, the large percentage of the Company’s total 
cash receipts paid to employees in wages and the 
huge amount spent to modernize plant equipment 
and machinery; stressing the importance of the last 
item because of keen competition from other manu- 
facturers. 

Mr. Hileman then brought up the subject of a 
10% inerease in wages for all employees now receiv- 
ing maximum pay, stating that we wished to ex- 
press what it would mean to the company in the 
event that such an increase were granted. (This 
proposed increase was requested at the previous 
meeting.) His statements were as follows: The 
proposed increase would cost the Company at least 
$7,200 per year. On vacations alone, which are to 
be granted this year for the first time, the cost will 
be $1,300; and a 10% increase would increase this 
eost to $1,397. The vacation plan itself actually 
effected about a 4% increase in wages for every- 
one entitled to vacations inasmuch as they receive 
52 weeks pay for 50 weeks work. The bonus plan 
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which was put into effect shortly after the absorp- 
tion of Jadson by Thompson Products has in effect 
averaged a 9% increase for those working on group 
bonus in the Forge Department, and an average of 
3% imerease for those working Group 3, or the 
finishing operations of valves which are made by 
group bonus men. He further stated that wages 
paid by Jadson were equal to or better than any 
shop in Southern California manufacturing similar 
precision articles. 

In summing this all up, he emphatically stated 
that, while he was not against increased pay rates 
when justified by Company earnings, such an in- 
erease if granted now would be disastrous to the 
program which has been so carefully laid out, as 
it would mean that no new equipment could be pur- 
ehased this year which is sorely needed in order 
for us to compete with other manufacturers. It 
would also mean a distinct possibility of having to 
eancel some of the interplant commitments as addi- 
tional price increases cannot be obtained from 
Cleveland. This in effect might mean continuing to 
produce the merchandise at higher costs and ob- 
sorb the loss through Original Equipment or can- 
celling the commitments with Cleveland and Toledo 
and laying off approximately fifty men. 

He also emphasized the fact that numerous orders 
have been lost in the past year and a half through 
our drastic policy of increasing prices. In sub- 
stantiation of this, he asked Mr. Carhart, Sales 
Manager, to tell the Committee of some of his ex- 
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periences and show them letters from our various 
customers complaining of our high prices, and in 
a number of instances dating back over a period 
of a vear, letters to the effect that we had lost busi- 
ness due to being considerably above our competi- 
tion. The Committee read a number of letters 
which were obtained by Carhart from his Sales 
Department files. 

Mr. Hileman then asked the Committee how many 
old hands were dissatisfied with their jobs, and, 
if there were any, the cause of their dissatisfaction. 
Mr. Fickle answered this quite fully by stating that 
two old hands had expressed to him dissatisfaction 
with their wage rate but that working conditions 
and personnel relations were entirely satisfactory 
throughout the shop. The same opinion was ex- 
pressed by all members of the Committee. Mr. 
Hileman asked what the Union members had to say 
regarding the list of new employees who had 
claimed not to have received the correct wage rate 
as set forth in the Union agreement, the investiga- 
tion of this complaint had proved that they had re- 
ceived more pay than they were entitled to had the 
Union agreement been strictly adhered to. Mr. 
Fickle replied that a meeting had not been held yet. 
Mr. Hileman stated that the only possible way to 
increase wages would be to increase the sale price 
of our product to the consumer and to reduce the 
Companv’s losses by scrap. 

Mr. Hileman stated that he planned a campaign 
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against losses by scrap, stating that for every $100 
worth of material produced, about $5 was lost by 
the serap route. He stated that most of the serap 
was on aircraft parts and cited one instance where 
13 bolts were made at a cost of $6 each and that 
not one of the bolts passed inspection, making a 
total loss to the Company of $78 plus valuable time. 
This, of course, he stated, was an extreme case but 
served to illustrate the seriousness of the scrap 
problem. Mr. Kangas, who on his recent visit to 
the Cleveland plant had inspected various plants 
in and about Cleveland and Detroit, stated that a 
majority of the shops were equipped with modern 
automatic machines and that one such shop had 
automaties which turned out bolts with the precision 
tolerance of .002” on the pitch diameter of the 
threads. He stressed the great importance of the 
Company’s purchasing new machinery, stating that 
many pieces of Jadson’s machinery was obsolete 
and not productive. 

The merits of a steady job against higher wages 
and short terms of employment were the next topic 
under discussion. The Committee expressed unani- 
mously that they were decidedly in favor of the 
former. Mr. Hileman asked if there were any new 
complaints. Mr. Fickle replied that the Committee 
would like to have set a wage rate for welders 
eapable of doing all types of welding. Mr. Hileman 
asked Mr. Fickle his opinion as to a fair rate, to 
which Mr. Fickle replied that 85 or 90c per hour 
would not be out of line. Mr. Stubblefield replied 


866 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Clarence L. Millman.) 

that in his opinion 85c¢ per hour would not be any 
too much. Mr. Kangas held to his opinion that 85¢ 
was a fair maximum rate. This rate was agreed 
upon by all members of the Committee. 

The subject of vacations was brought up by Mr. 
Fickle. Mr. Kangas stated that inquiries as to va- 
eation periods had already been made by some em- 
plovees and that some dates had been tentatively 
set. The question arose as to when the general 
vacation period started and when it ended. Mr. 
Hileman replied that April Ist was the starting 
date and that due to the exceptionally fine weather 
conditions prevailing in California, the period did 
not end until December Ist. This, he added, gave 
Jadson employees a better break than those of 
Thompson Products proper, since their vacation 
period ended October 1st. He pointed out that 
it also gave an employee two months more to be- 
come eligible for vacation and that no quibbling 
would be done should an employee be lacking a few 
weeks or a month on his total employment time to 
make him eligible for a vacation. Mr. Hileman 
gave Mr. Fickle a copy of statistics substantiating 
his statements in the foregoing regarding wage in- 
ereases since 1937, vacation plan costs, wage in- 
creases effected by adoption of the bonus system, 
etc. for the edification of any or all Union mem- 
bers. 
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There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 
By the Management 
/S/ PP. D. HILEMAN 
By the Alliance 
/S/ EK. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-Z 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s 
office on June 25, 1940 between committee members ; 
HK. T. Fickle, C. O. Stubblefield, N. J. Clifford, C. FE. 
Little, and Secretary L. S. Bebb, representing the 
iM. P. W. A. and P. D. Hileman, V. E. Kangas, 
and D. M. Cameron, representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr Hileman who 
gave a short discussion regarding the new identifi- 
eation badges which have recently been received 
and the reasons for requiring each employee to 
wear his own badge in the future. He explained 
that this form of identification is being adopted 
by almost every plant in the United States which 
is now engaged in the Government’s Rearmament 
Program. 

Mr. Hileman next asked for an opinion with re- 
ward to shutting down the plant from July 3 until 
July 8, with the provision that the employees 
should work as much overtime as possible on the 
first, second, and third days of July to make up 
for the loss of production during the Fourth of 
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July holidays. Everyone present received the sug- 
gestion with enthusiasm, and it was agreed that 
this should be done. 

ir. Hileman next read a program of National 
Defense measures which proved very interesting 
and enlightening. He also read several items of pro- 
posed new tax legislation, among which is a ten 
per cent price increase on new automobiles. From 
his point of view, he explained this tax measure 
is not being adopted so much to increase National 
Revenue as to discourage the purchase of new auto- 
mobiles, thus freeing skilled workers from their 
regular task of making new jigs and dies for the 
production of new cars and making them avail- 
able for work on the National Defense Program. 
He pointed out that this particular tax will prob- 
ably affect our business, inasmuch as there will be 
a greater demand for parts with which to repair 
older model cars. 

Mr. Hileman then asked if any one had any com- 
plaints to make or suggestions to offer. Mr. Bebb 
replied that the flash from the are welder bothered 
the men working on the power saws close by. Mz. 
Kangas stated that steps had already been taken 
to remedy this and that within the next few days 
the condition would be taken care of. 

A suggested rate by Mr. Kangas, of 95¢ per hour 
maximum for heat treaters, was discussed. Mr. 
Hileman asked that he be given a week to consider 
the proposed rate, as he believed for our type of 
heat treating the rate was somewhat high. The 
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Committee agreed to this request. The rates for 
female workers were raised from a maximum of 
48¢ per hour to 55¢ per hour. 

A request was made by Mr. Kangas who asked 
that the article in the P. M. P. W. A. agreement 
dealing with progressive rates of pay for new 
workers be changed to read as follows: 

‘““The rate of any new employee when he is ad- 
vaneed to a different machine operation shall be 
the same as the minimum rate on the machine 
which he last operated. This rate to continue for 
30 days, at which time his rate will become the 
average rate of the machine which he is operating.”’ 

The foregoing to apply to workers who have been 
employed less than 120 days. Any employee of 
longer standing who is advanced to a different ma- 
chine doing an operation with which he is not 
familiar shall receive for the first 30 days, the same 
rate of pay as he received on his previous machine. 
At the end of 30 days, his pay will be the average 
rate on the machine which he is operating. 

It was agreed by the members of the P. M. P. 
W. A. Committee that Mr. Kangas’ request be 
granted. 

Mr. Hileman then touched upon the subject of 
scrap, which subject had been discussed quite fully 
at our last meeting. He stated that the amount of 
money lost by the Company through scrap parts 
and material was very large. He asked that Mr. 
Fickle discuss the scrap situation with the em- 
plovees at their next meeting, and that he try to 
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impress upon them the gravity of the Company’s 
losses via the scrap route. Mr. Fickle replied that 
he would discuss the matter with them. 
There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting adjourned. 
By the Management 
/o/ B.D) HEGEIMEAN 
By the Allianee 
/S/ KH. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT 1-AA 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s of- 
fice on August 9, between committee members: N. 
J. Clifford, G. F. Bywater, C. E. Little, E. T. Fickle, 
and Secretary L.S. Bebb, representing the P. M. P. 
W. A.; and P. D. Hileman, W. J. Kearns, and D: 
M. Cameron, representing the company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who iil 
that the meeting had been ealled beeause of rumors 
which he had heard were eireulating throughout the 
plant regarding the imminent discharging of cer- 
tain cmployees. He stated that the rumors were en- 
tirely false and that the management is contemplat- 
ing no radical changes in personnel. He then asked 
if there were any questions in the minds of the Com- 
mittee whieh they would like to have answered. 

Mr. Bywater replied that the Committee would be 
expected to give some explanation as to why Mr. 
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Kangas left so suddenly. Mv. Hileman rephed that 
for some time past he and Mr. Kangas had not been 
in perfect accord on matters which had to do with 
company policy, and that he had decided that My. 
Kangas’ resignation would be best for all concerned. 
He further stated that he had this morning talked 
to Mr. NKangas and that he wished him the best of 
luck in his new position. 

My. Fickle said that it was chiefly the employes 
of longer standing who were apprehensive of being 
fired, to which M1. Hileman replied that the rumor 
was preposterous, and that all of the men now work- 
ing were to be retained, provided that they continued 
to do their jobs as they should be done. 

Next, Mx. Hileman brought up the subject of a 
change in the company name which is to take place 
in about two weeks. The company will be known as 
Thompson Products, Inc., and will have a plant 
name such as West Coast Plant, or something on 
that order. He explained that the change in name 
was being effected chiefly because of the fact ‘that 
Thompson Products, Inc., is a much larger and bet- 
ter known company than Jadson Motor Products 
Company, and that its manufactured products are 
much more numerous than those of Jadson, this be- 
ing especially true of the aircraft industry which 
has become so important to this division. 

The views expressed by Mr. Hileman in the fore- 
going were unanimously approved by the Commit- 
Tee: 
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A short discussion regarding new equpment fol- 
lowed. 

Mr. Hileman stated that the duties of Superin- 
tendent of the Plant would be carried on by Mr. 
Kearns, which statement was heartily reeeived and 
approved by all present. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

For the Company 

/3/ P. D. HILEMAN 

For the Allianee 

/8S/ N. J. CLIFFORD 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT NO. 1-BB 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s of- 
fice on August 19, between Committee Members: N. 
J. Clifford, C. E. Little, G. F. Bywater, C. O. Stub- 
blefield, and Secretary, L. S. Bebb, representing the 
P.M. P. W. A.; and P. D. Hileman, W. J. Kearns, 
and D. M. Cameron representing the Company 

The meeting was opened by Mr Hileman who 
stated that vicious rumors had been circulated 
throughout. the shop regarding the circumstances 
surrounding the dismissal of Mr. Mangas. Rumor had 
it, he said, that underhand methods had been em- 
ployed to effect the dismissal. This, he stated, was 
entirely false, and that Mr. Kangas had been dis- 
eharged outright. 
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Mr. Hileman then gave the Committee a better 
understanding of the things which finally led him 
to decide that the best thing for all concerned was 
to ask for Ma. Kaugas’ resignation. Both the Com- 
mittee and the Management do not feel that it is 
fitting or proper that these things appear as a per- 
manent record in our Minute Book. Suffice to say, 
reasons for Mr. Kangas’ leaving had included vio- 
lation of conduct and inefficiency extending over a 
period of more than a year. 

Mr. Hileman next touched on the subject of men 
leaving our employ to go to work for Aircraft Acces- 
sories Corporation, with which My. Kangas is now 
affiliated. In order that those who considered leav- 
ing Jadson’s employ to go to work for the above 
named company be better informed as to the size 
and financial condition of that company, Mr. Hile- 
man expressed a desire to give further information 
which he had at hand. Mr. Metzger was called in to 
give a report on the financial condition and business 
outlook of the concern, which report had been com- 
piled by Dunn and Bradstreet and was a very thor- 
ough one. 

Mr. Little next brought up the subject of incorpo- 
rating into the Old Guard Association a Sick Bene- 
fit plan to be financed by regular monthly dues from 
each member. The possibility of a Personal Loan 
plan was also touched upon. Mr. Hileman thought 
the Sick Benefit plan a good one and also agreed 
that such a plan be put into effect provided a ma- 
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jority of members were in favor. He voiced doubts 
as to the advisability of the Loan plan. 

A request was made by Mr. Bebb for a ten cent 
per hour raise for all welders capable of doing com- 
mercial and general welding. Mr. Hileman requested 
that he be given a few days to consider the matter. 
His request was granted. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

For the Company 

/S8/ P. D. HILEMAN 

For the Alliance 

/S/ N. J. CLIFFORD 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT NO. 1-CC 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
August 22, between Committee Members, N. J. Clif- 
ford, C. O. Stubblefield, C. E. Little, and Secretary 
L. S. Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A. and 
P. D. Hileman, W. J. Kearns, R. 8. Livingstone, and 
D. M. Cameron representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman, who 
stated that the meeting had been ealled so that Mr. 
Livingstone, might familiarize the Jadson person- 
nel with various pieces of Federal legislation dealing 
with the employment of aliens, and to explain the 
necessary steps to be taken for the procurement of 
birth certificates or other papers to establish proof 
of an employee’s citizenship. 
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He explained that in recent vears several laws had 
been passed, each succeeding law becoming more rig- 
id, until at this time it has become imperative that 
each emplovee establish defimte proof of his citi- 
zenship; or that he has expressed a desire for citi- 
zenslup by applying for citizenship papers. 

The above mentioned laws, which are too lengthy 
to be explained herein, are to be found printed on 
Page One of the August 23rd issue of Friendly For- 
um; also on Page three of the same issue will be 
found instructions as to ways of proving citizen- 
ship. 

Mr. Hileman stated that some person in this Plant 
in the very near future will be designated to assist 
any employees who might have difficulty in proving 
their Citizenship or eligibility for such. 

There followed a Round Table discussion, during 
which Mr. Livingstone outlined the prospects for 
future aviation business, which, according to his 
lights, are excellent inasmuch as this country’s fa- 
cilities for producing airplane parts are only about 
one-tenth of what they should be in order to complete 
on schedule the Government’s plans for mass air- 
plane production. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

For the Company 

/S8/ P. D. HILEMAN 

For the Alliance 

/S/ N. J. CLIFFORD 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT No. 1-DD 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
August 26, 1940, at 2:00 P. M. between Committee 
Members: E. ‘I’. Fickle, N. J. Clifford, C. O. 
Stubblefield, C. E. Little, G. F. Bywater, and Sec- 
retary, L.S. Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A., 
and P. D. Hileman, W. J. Kearns and D. M. 
Cameron, representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who 
stated that he had some pleasant news to impart. 
He outlined a Profit-sharing plan which is to be 
adopted by Thompson Products, Inc. West Coast 
Plant. This plan will be retroactive to August 15, 
1940. ‘The plan is as follows: Each hourly rate 
einployee on the factory pay roll will receive on 
September Sth, in addition to his regular wages, a 
bonus check totaling six per cent of his gross wages 
for the preceding month. Each month thereafter 
on the same date he will receive a bonus check 
figured on the above basis. This plan is to remain 
in force as long the Company’s profits for the 
current month are in excess of ten per cent to 
warrant the payment of the new bonus. 

Mr. Hileman next touched upon the subjeet of the 
40-hour work week, which is to go into effect on 
October 23. He stated that the Company planned 
on working all men possible 42 hours per week, as 
at present. This would mean that those working a 
42-hour week would receive pay for 43 hours, since 
the two extra hours would be worked at over-time 
rates. 
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He pointed ont that the bonus check mentioned 
in the foregoing plus the two extra hours at over- 
time rates would effect an approximate increase of 
8.5 per cent in each employee’s earnings. Mr. Hile- 
man’s statements were heartily received and ap- 
proved by all present. 

A proposal was made by Mi. Clifford that an 
American flag be purchased by the employees, and 
the funds for which would be gained by popular 
subscription throughout the plant. The proposal 
was approved by everyone present. Mr. Hileman 
expressed his opinion that the idea was excellent 
and stated that the Company would have an all- 
steel flag pole erected immediately. 

Mr. Hileman next suggested that a ten-minute 
rest period be put into effect during both the morn- 
ing and afternoon hours, in order that employes 
who wish to smoke or purchase soft drinks or relax 
might do so during this interval. He explained that 
the present system of purchasing soft drinks dur- 
ing working hours decreased production to quite 
an extent, and that employees applying to the tool 
room window for change worked a hardship on the 
tool room attendant. It was agreed by the Com- 
mittee that Mr. Hileman’s suggestion held merit 
and that they would approach their fellow e employees 
on the matter. 

Mr. Hileman next touched upon the subject of 
scrap. He stated that much progress had been 
made to reduce the scrap condition, but that as yet 
the problem still presented itself. 
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It was agreed by the Committee that they should 
talk the matter over with their fellow Union mem- 
bers at their next regular meeting. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

For the Company 

/s/ P. D. HILEMAN 

For the Alliance 

/s/ BK. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDEN'T’S EXHIBIT No. 1-EE 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
Friday, September 138, 1940 between Committee 
Members N. J. Clifford, C. F. Bywater, C. O. 
Stubblefield, C. E. Little, E. T. Fickle and Seere- 
tary, L. S. Bebb representing the P. M. P. W. A. 
and P. D. Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and 
D. M. Cameron representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who in- 
quired of Mr. Fickle why the meeting had been 
ealled. Mr. Fickle replied that there were a few 
questions of rates on different machines which the 
Committee would like to get settled before their 
regular meeting to be held on Sept. 14. There 
followed a discussion of the rate questions. These 
were settled tentatively pending Mr. Hileman’s de- 
cision which was to be given on Saturday morning, 
Sept. 14. 

The next subject for discussion dealt with the 
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present bonus system and was introduced hy Mr. 
Fickle. He stated that there were several men in 
the shop who were aetually doing 120 per cent on 
their jobs and yet the bulletin board notices showed 
their department to he doing only 96 per eent. Mr. 
Hileman replied that this condition would be in- 
vestigated at once to find out who the men are who 
are causing the deficiency and that as soon as they 
are located, they will be replaced by men who really 
want to work on a bonus paying job. 

Mr. Hileman stated that there were evidently some 
men who were not putting their quota of work out 
since no bonus had been paid recently. He pointed 
out that the bonus rates had not been changed; 
that the company had spent, during the past two 
years, $140,000.00 for the purchase of new, and for 
the overhauling of old machinery and equipment. 
He further stated that allowances had been made 
for the breaking in of new men on bonus-paying 
jobs, and that with the improvements already men- 
tioned taken into consideration, he was at a loss to 
understand why a bonus was not being paid except 
for the reasons stated in the preceding paragraph. 

Another complaint made by Mr. Fickle was that 
no raise in pay had been given to any employee who 
had been emploved a sufficient length of time to 
justify the increase. Mr. Kearns stated that he 
would mvestigate the matter at once and that he 
would have proper adjustments made. 

Mr. Hileman next opened the subject of the Com- 


880 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Clarence L. Millman.) 
pany Pienic by asking the Committee Members 
their ideas concerning the best day to hold the fes- 
tivities. A definite date of October i2 was agreed 
upon unanimously. 
There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 
For the Company 
/sf P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Alliance 
/s/ EB. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-FF 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
Monday, November 18, 1940 between Committee 
Members HE. T. Fickle, C. O. Stubblefield, R. D. 
Hailey, J. H. Olsen, C. E. Weisser and Secretary 
L. S. Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A. and 
P. D. Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and 
C. L. Millman, representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who 
stated that the meeting had been called to discuss 
the new contract between the Company and the 
P.M. P. W. A,, that a few changes had been made 
in the Seniority Agreement and the Vacation Plan 
in an effort to more nearly conform to the Parent 
Company policy; but the basic contract had not 
been changed. ‘These changes were reviewed and 
found satisfactory. 

Mr. Hileman then asked Mr. Fickle what the 
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first question was that he wished to discuss. Mir. 
Fickle replied that the Committee believed that the 
maximum vates in the Forge Department should 
be raised .05 per hour. Mr. Hileman reminded the 
Committee that the Forge Department had been 
receiving a Group Bonus steadily for the past sev- 
eral months to which Mr. Olsen replied that this 
was true but although the department was working 
more hours, the hours of work on bonus paying 
jobs had been decreased. Mr, Hileman agreed that 
this was no doubt correct and that he would check 
on the matter. 

Mr. Weisser then stated that he felt that the 
maximum rate for Heat Treater Class A. should 
be inereased from .90 per hour to $1.00 per hour. 
Mr. Hileman remarked that this seemed to be a 
rather large increase and inquired of Mr. Weisser 
his reasons for desiring such a large increase. Mr. 
Weisser replied that he did not wish it for himself 
he was perfectly satisfied—but felt that it would 
give the men in his department something to look 
forward to. The Management agreed pending fur- 
ther consideration. 

Mr. Olsen suggested that the rate for set-up men 
be inereased from .05 per hour extra to .10 per hour 
extra beeause of the great responsibility resting 
with the set-up men and the fact that the work was 
done at night. After some discussion, this was 
agreed to by the Management. 

Mr. Stubblefield then requested that the maximum 
rate for welders be increased to $1.00 per hour. Mr. 
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Hileman referred to a survey made by a manufac- 
turers’ association in Southern California covering 
about fifteen plants, which showed the welding 
range from .65 to $1.25 with but five plants having 
a maximum of $1.00 or more and an average of the 
fifteen of .91 per hour. The Management also 
pointed out that onr rates are now better than aver- 
age and that an increase was not justified. How- 
ever, at the insistence of Mr. Stubblefield and several 
of the Committee, the increase was agreed upon. 

There followed a general discussion of the pay 
rates of the balance of the plant and it was re- 
quested by the committee that the maximum rates 
of several jobs be increased from .05 to .10 per 
hour. The Management agreed to take the entire 
matter under consideration. 

There being no further business at the moment, 
the meeting was adjourned until 2:30 p. m. Tues- 
day, November 19, 1940. 

For the Company 

/s/ P. D. HILEMAN 

For the Alhance 

/s/ HE. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-GG 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
at 2:30 p. m. Tuesday, Noveinber 19, 1940, between 
Committee Members E. T. Fickle, C. O. Stubble- 
field, R. D. Hailey, J. H. Olsen, C. E. Weisser and 
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Secretary L. 8S. Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. 
A. and P. D. Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns 
and C. L. Millman, representing the Company. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who 
stated that the raises in rates requested by the Com- 
mittee in the meeting of November 18 had been 
discussed with Mr. Kearns and Mr. Millman and 
that a majority of them had been agreed upon, but 
there were a few that the Management felt were not 
justified. He again referred to the survey made by 
a Manufacturers’ association and said that in al- 
most every case our present rates were substantially 
above average for a like job in the plants studied, 
which included most of the large manufacturing 
plants of the state. He further emphasized to the 
Committee that the continuance of the 6 per cent 
extra compensation depended entirely upon the com- 
pany’s realization of a ten per cent net profit on 
business done, and if the payroll was increased too 
greatly or too rapidly, the net profit would naturally 
decrease with the resulting loss of bonus. 

In the case of the Heat Treaters, the Manage- 
ment felt that a $1.00 maximum was somewhat high 
and suggested that it be set at .95 which would be 
.05 higher than the present maximum. He asked 
Mr. Weisser how many men in his department were 
receiving the maximum to which Mr. Weisser re- 
plied he was the only one but that he was not think- 
ing of himself, but wanted it for the men under him 
in order that they might have a goal to work toward. 
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The Company records were consulted which showed 
that the two highest paid men in the department, 
excluding Mr. Weisser, were now receiving .89 
which was .05 under the present maximum and 
would be .10 under the proposed new maximum of 
.95. As long as Mr. Weisser himself was satisfied 
with his present rate, the Management failed to see 
the reason for wishing the maximum raised to $1.00. 
There followed considerable discussion on the sub- 
ject and the new rate of $1.00 was finally agreed 
upon by all. 

Mr. Hileman next addressed Mr. Stubblefield with 
the remark that he would prefer to set the maximum 
rate on the Welders at .95 instead of the proposed 
$1.00. Mr. Stubblefield replied that he still be- 
heved the job should pay $1.00 and felt that the 
Company should make that the rate. The Manage- 
ment pointed out that the average for the locality 
was .91 and that the proposed .95 rate would still 
be above average. However, at the insistence of 
Mr. Stubblefield and Mr. Bebb, the rate was finally 
set at $1.00. 

Mr. Olsen next inquired of Mr. Hileman why the 
words ‘‘when warranted’? had been added to the 
paragraph regarding the .10 per hour extra pay for 
the set-up men. Mr. Hileman stated that the Man- 
agement was of the opinion that a good deal of the 
monthly serap was due to faulty set-up and that he 
felt that if the Company reserved the right to with- 
hold part of the set-up rate until the man in ques- 
tion was deserving of the full amount, it would re- 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 885 


(Testimony of Clarence L. Millman.) 

sult in more care being taken by the set-up men in 
performing their duties. Mr. Olsen replied that the 
majority of the scrap from the Forge Department 
was due to faulty machinery and that he felt that 
inasmuch as the set-up work was done at night, the 
full amount of the raise was justified. M1. Hileman 
replied that he realized that the machinery in the 
Forge Department needed repairs and that steps 
were being taken to this end. Mr. Olsen declined 
an offer of a day time job if he no longer desired 
to work a straight night shift, and after mueh dis- 
cussion, the full amount of the set-up rate was 
agreed upon. 

Mr. Fickle then introdueed a request that the 
pay checks of the factory employees be placed in 
envelopes in order that no one except the man him- 
self would see them. He said that there had been 
complaints from the men that too many people had 
the opportunity of seeing the checks during the dis- 
tribution. Mr. Hileman replied that the cost of 
placing the cheeks in envelopes with the individual’s 
name typed thereon would be prohibitive, but some 
other method of distribution would be found. It 
was suggested by Mr. Millman that a small wooden 
box with partitions for the arrangement of the 
checks either alphabetically or by number be fur- 
nished which would enable no one but the person 
distributing the checks to see them. 
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There being no further questions, the meeting 
was adjourned until 11:30 a. m. November 20. 
Por the Company 
/s/ P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Alliance 
/s/ HE. T. FICKLE 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-HH 


Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s office 
at 11:30 a. m. Wednesday, November 20, 1940 be- 
tween Committee Members E. T. Fickle, C. O. 
Stubblefield,, R. D. Hailey, J. H. Olsen, C. E. 
Weisser and Secretary L. S. Bebb, representing the 
P. M. P. W. A. and P. D. Hileman, George Fary, 
W. J. Kearns and C. L. Millman representing the 
Company. 

Mr. Hileman opened the meeting by informing 
the Committee that the contract had been com- 
pleted and was ready for signing pending final ap- 
proval of all concerned. He suggested that Mr. 
Millman read aloud the contract In its entirety 
which was done. It was suggested by Mr. Fickle 
that the Valve Straightening be increased to .75 
and the Special Screw Machine to .78 since the Pro- 
duction Hand Screw Machine had been already in- 
creased to .75 and the former job had always been 
considered worth .05 per hour more. It was also 
suggested that the Warner and Swasey 3A and the 
New Aeme Turret Lathe rates be changed to read 
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.70-.75-.85 instead of .75-.80-.85 in order to increase 
the spread between the average and the maximum, 
and that a minimum and average rate of .75 and .80 
be set on the Warner and Swasey 2A and the Lodge 
and Shipley lathe. 

These changes were approved and made and the 
contraet was signed by the Committee Members and 
the Management. 

Mr. Fickle raised the question as to the date on 
which a man’s Old Guard Service, in regard to 
vacation eligibility, began and whether or not a 
definite line was drawn on men who had started to 
work for the company shortly after January 31 of 
any year, for instance, in February, Mr. Hileman 
replied that no definite decision had ever been made 
on the subject and that he would give it some serious 
thought. 

The Committee also inquired whether or not a 
man eligible for vacation could waive the vacation 
and add it to the one he would receive the follow- 
ing year. The Management stated that such a pro- 
cedure could not be agreed to inasmuch as it might 
permit a valuable man to be absent from his work 
for too long a period at one time. 

There being no further business to diseuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

For the Company 

/s/ P. D. HILEMAN 

For the Alliance 

/s/ KH. T. FICKLE 
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Minutes of a meeting held in Mr. Hileman’s of- 
fice Thursday, January 23, 1941, between Com- 
mittee Members E. T. Fickle, C. O. Stubblefield, 
R. D. Hailey, J. H. Olsen, C. E. Weisser and Sec- 
retary L. 8S. Bebb representing the P. M. P. W. A. 
and P. D. Hileman, George Fay, W. J. Kearns and 
C. L. Millman representing the Company. 

Mr. Fickle opened the meeting by inquiring of 
Mr. Millman if he had received any information 
regarding the pay policies of the parent company 
for several questions had arisen regarding the ru- 
mor that the other plants of the company paid 
every Friday. Upon Mr. Millman’s affirmative an- 
swer, Mr. Hileman remarked that the Cleveland 
plant paid every two weeks but due to the greatly 
inereased amount of clerical work involved in such 
a method of paying, the Management would pre- 
fer to leave our pay days as they are unless too 
much agitation was made on the subject. The 
Committee suggested that they discuss the subject 
with the members at the next meeting of the P. M. 
PW 

The next question of the Committee concerned 
the vacation plan of the eastern plants of the 
company. Mr. Hileman replied that the plan in the 
Cleveland and Detroit plants was three days vaca- 
tion for from three to five years service and one 
weeks vacation for from five to ten years service and 
two weeks vacation for ten years or more service. 
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He also informed the Committee that the Manage- 
ment had been considering conforming with the 
Cleveland Office plan and that he would like to 
have time to determine the number of men eligible 
for three days vacation and the approximate cost 
to the Company. The Committee was assured that 
if it were at all possible to do so, the Company would 
allow three days vacation for the three vear men. 

Mr. Fickle then asked the reason for cutting the 
Toclroom work week to forty hours and then send- 
ing work out to other shops to be done. Mr. Fary 
replied that he was not aware that the work week 
had been cut but that the only work being sent 
out was the parts for the new upsetter and only 
those parts which could not be made rapidly or 
economically in our plant were being sent out. Mr. 
Hileman referred to the recent orders for the Solar 
tubing and stressed the need of speed in completing 
the new upsetter. Both Mr. Fary and Mr. Kearns 
stated that they would investigate the reason for 
entting the work week in the Toolroom to forty 
hours. 

The next question dealt with the possibility of 
raises being due to E. P. Freeh and J. H. Holder, 
and the seniority status of C. Moretz and C. B. 
Aekerman. Mr. Millman promised to check on these 
matters at once and to make anv adjustments that 
were necessary. 

The Committee then brought up the subject of 
Osear Drevlo, who, they stated, was dissatisfied as 
an oiler and wished to be transferred baek to the 
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Maintenance Department. My. Kearns remarked 
that Mv. Drevlo was an excellent oiler and Mr. Hile- 
mau suggested that if this were the ease, his rate 
should be mereased or else he should be returned 
to maintenance work. Mr. Kearns promised to in- 
vestigate and take some action. 

Mr. Fickle then remarked that the men on the 
Centerless Grinders felt that they should have the 
maximum rate established for the job but the Man- 
agement pointed out that considerable rework was 
caused by rough stems and when this item had been 
reduced to a minimum, the grinder operators wouid 
be increased. Mr. Weisser called attention to the 
fumes being given off by the Radiac Cut-off ma- 
chine and suggested that a blower or suction be 
installed and that additional protection be given 
to the operator of the Flash Welding machine to 
protect him from the sparks. 

Mr. Millman brought up the subject of two new 
jobs that had been created in the plant, those of 
Timekeeper and Stockroom Helper, and suggested 
that rates be established for these jobs. After some 
diseussion it was decided that a rate of .60-.65-.70 be 
placed on the Timekeeper job and_ .50-.55-.65 be 
placed on the Stock-room Helper job. 

Mr. Hailey again brought up the subject of the 
men who started to work shortly after Jannarv 31 
of any vear and was it necessary for them to wait 
until Januarv 1 of the following vear before their 
Old Guard and Vaeation time service began. The 
Management decided that a dead-line must be placed 
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on the subject and decided that January 1, with 30 
days grace period, must be observed. 

Mr. Hileman told the Committee that the ques- 
tions brought up at the meeting would be discussed 
and a definite answer would be given at the next 
meeting. 

There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN, 
For the Company. 
yo; 1H. THICKE: 
For the Alliance. 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-JJ 


' Minutes of a meeting held Friday, February 21, 
1941 in Mr. Hileman’s office between Committee 
Members E. T. Fickle, C. E. Weisser, R. D. Hailey, 
C. O. Stubblefield, J. H. Olsen and Secretary LL. S. 
Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A. and P. D. 
Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and.C. L. 
Millman, representing the Management. 

- The meeting opened with a general discussion 
by Mr. Hileman of the current shortage of bolt 
steel and of other specialized types of steel now in’ 
use in the manufacture of our various products, 
and the possibility of using substitutes. Mr. Hile- 
man gave the Committee a clear picture of the 
business at this time, pointing out that it was prac- 
tically impossible to anticipate orders far enough 
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ahead to have enough steel on hand since it is now 
necessary to order from six to eight months in ad- 
vance. He emphasized the fact that orders have, in 
almost every case, doubled their size for the same 
period of 1940. The question was raised by Mr. 
Hailey of the men who are working on bolts and 
it was decided by the Management that if there was 
no work in other departments for these men, they 
would have to be laid off until steel arrived. 

It was suggested by the Committee that the maxi- 
mum rate for Forge Diemakers be increased from 
85 to .90 which change was approved by the Man- 
agement. 

Mr. Millman brought up the question of the Old 
Guard status of several employees discussed at the 
last meeting. Mr. L. E. Drake, President of the 
West Coast Plant Old Guard Association, was called 
in the meeting at this point, and after some discus- 
sion, it was decided that the subject was a matter 
for the Old Guard Committee and one member of 
the P. M. P. W. A. to decide and was referred to 
them for action. 

The Management next commented on the recent 
tampering with the soft drink vending machines in 
the plant and warned the Committee that if this 
happened again, it would be necessary to remove the 
machines permanently from the plant. The Commit- 
tee was reminded that the machines were purchased 
by the Company for the convemience of the em- 
ployees and that the Management would not lke 
to penalize all employees for the misdemeanors 
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of a few but that there was no other alternative. 
The Committee was asked to inform their members 
of this decision. 

It was suggested by Mr. Weisser that a plank 
walk be placed in the parking lot to enable the 
men to walk from their cars to the plant without 
stepping in mud. Mr. Fary promised that some- 
thing would be done about the parking lot in the 
near future. 

Mr. Hileman announced that the Vacation Plan 
had been changed to allow a vacation of one-half 
week, or 20 hours, for all men who have an Old 
Guard Service record of from three to four years. 
The vacation plan for five to ten year men will 
remain the same. The vacation week is to be based 
on the regular work week of 40 hours. This an- 
nouncement was enthusiastically received by the 
Committee and Mr. Millman remarked that the 
vacation preference lists would be made up imime- 
diately and the vacation period would start on 
April 1. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN, 
For the Company. 
/S/ E. T. FICKLE, 
For the Alhancee. 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT No. 1-KK 


Minutes of a meeting held Friday, March 28, 1941 
in Mr. Hileman’s office between Committee Members 
K. T. Fiekle, C. K. Weisser, R. D. Hailey, C. 0. 
Stubblefield, J. H. Olsen and Seeretary L. 8. Bebb, 
representing the P M. P. W. A., and P. D. Hile- 
man, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and C. L. Mill- 
man representing the Management. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Millman who 
stated that it had been ealled to aequaint the com- 
mittee with several new policies adopted by the 
company and to diseuss some phases of the new 
faetory building addition. 

He informed the committee that management had 
decided to set a minimum starting rate for male 
employees at 50c per hour to conform with the pre- 
vailing rate in the community and to make it a 
little easier for the first thirty days of a new man’s 
employment. A general discussion of the jobs which 
now hold a 50e minimum followed and the necessarv 
adjustments were made. All men who now receive 
the old starting rate will automatically be increased 
to the 50c rate. 

The Committee was told that the Prudential In- 
surance Company, handling our group insurance, 
had permitted the company to earry life insurance 
of draftees for one vear, or until the expiration 
of the master contract in July, 1941. It was pointed 
out that the insurance company reserves the right 
to terminate this privilege whenever the contract 
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comes up for renewal, but that no difficulty is pres- 
ently anticipated. Mr. Millman also stated that any 
man called in the draft was eligible for vacation 
would be given his vacation pay upon departure. 

Mr. Hileman then discussed the plans for the 
locker and shower rooms in the new factory build- 
ing and asked the committee for their suggestions 
regarding a cafeteria or a room where employees 
might eat their lunches. It was pointed out that to 
include this room in the plant proper would cost 
the company about $12,000 for space, whereas an 
outside shelter could be built adjacent to the plant 
for a much more moderate expenditure. The com- 
mittee was in favor of this latter plan inasmuch 
as eight to nine months of the year are warm and 
the men seem to prefer the outside eating stand. 
Any such arrangement, Mr. Hileman said, would be 
well screened in and have ice water available. 

Mr. Millman reported that the soft drink vend- 
ing machines had again been broken into and re- 
minded the committee that management had in the 
past promised to remove them from the plant if this 
problem continued. There followed a discussion of 
the subject with the theory being advanced that if 
the machines were out in full view of the employees 
at all times, it would prevent further tampering. 
Management stated that it did not wish to penalize 
the entire personnel for the acts of one or two in- 
dividuals whose sense of responsibility seemed lJack- 
ing, but that something must be done at once as the 
cost of repairs and delavs was a nuisance. 
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Mr. Hileman again suggested the ten minute 
rest period twice on each shift at which time drinks 
could be sold from the stock room. The committee 
promised to discuss the idea with their members 
and it was tentatively decided to try to place the 
vending machines in a central location, possibly 
near the time booth. Mr. Fary and Mr. Kearns 
agreed to make a survey and find a suitable place 
in a final attempt to have these machines operate 
to the benefit of both employees and management. 

Mr. Hailey remarked that the current rumor in 
the plant was to the effect that the 6% extra com- 
pensation was to be discontinued as such and would 
be added to the employees’ hourly rate. Manage- 
ment assured the committee that the bonus would 
be continued as a separate pay item so long as 
operation costs permitted the company to realize 
a 10% net profit. 

The committee also suggested that when a new 
job was created or a current job open in the plant, 
notice to that effect would be placed on the bulletin 
boards so that present employees would be informed 
and if they desired to try out for the new job, would 
be given the opportunity to do so. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

/8/ P. D. HILEMAN, 
For the Company. 
/S/ HE. T. FICKLE, 
For the Alliance. 
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Minutes of a meeting held Friday, April 18, 1941 
in Mr. Hileman’s office between Committee Members 
H. T. Fickle, C. HE. Weisser, R. D. Hailey, C. O. 
Stubblefield, J. H. Olsen and Seeretary L. S. Bebb, 
representing the P. M. P. W. A., and P. D. Hile- 
man, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and C. L. Mill- 
man representing the Management. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who 
inquired of Mr. Fickle his reason for calling the 
meeting. Mr. Fickle stated the Committee felt there 
was some unfairness in our present method of trans- 
ferring men to better paying jobs as required in 
Exhibit A, Page 3, Paragraph 4 of the contract be- 
tween the P. M. P. W. A. and Thompson Products, 
Ine. West Coast Plant, which states that a man 
transferred to another job shall continue for 30 
days at the rate he was earning on his previous job; 
after which time he would be increased to the aver- 
age rate on the new job. 

The committee suggested if a man requested a 
transfer to another job that he be hired on the new 
job at the minimum rate, but if he is transferred by : 
the Company that he continue at his present rate. 

Mr. Hileman remarked that he felt 30 days was 
sufficient time for the average man to become pro- 
ficient on a different machine, and suggested that 
in special cases a man’s breaking in period be ex- 
tended to 60 davs. Mr. Millman pointed out that 
the Die Department was the only department in 
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which a man might not be qualified for the average 
rate in 30 days. After a general discussion of the 
subject it was decided that a man transferred to the 
Die Department would work at the minimum rate 
for that department for 30 days, at the end of 
which time he would be increased to the average 
rate; further progress in rates of pay to be decided 
upon by the Management judged by the type and 
quality of work being produced. 

Mr. Millman suggested that a re-wording of Para- 
graph 4, Exhibit A. be made and discussed at a later 
meeting. 

The Committee next brought up the question of 
seniority versus ability in making transfers to bet- 
ter paying jobs and express the belief that seniority 
should take preference. Management replied that 
this had always been the policy of the company 
and would continue to be so, except in isolated 
cases where it was obvious that an employee with 
less seniority was the best qualified. 

The next subject brought up by the Committee 
was the possibility of increasing the rate on the new 
centerless grinder to correspond with that of the 
eylindrical grinder. Management expressed the 
opinion, which was affirmed by several members of 
the Committee, that the cylindrical grinders should 
carry higher rates since their work was more va- 
ried and the responsibility somewhat greater owing 
to the higher cost of the valves run on the eylin- 
drical grinders. However, this subject was referred 
to Mr. Kearns and Mr. Fickle for a decision. 
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Committee suggested that since a new parking 
lot was to be constructed for the employees, it might 
be a good idea to build a few shelters or sheds in 
which parking space would be rented to employees 
desiring same for a suggested rate of $1.00 per 
month. Management replied that this could and 
would be done providing there was assurance of a 
sufficient number desiring this space to make it 
worth while. The Committee was asked to bring 
the subject up at their next meeting to determine 
the approximate number of employees interested. 

Mr. Stubblefield requested that electric fans or 
some sort of ventilating system be installed in the 
welding heat treating and forge departments be- 
fore summer, to which the management agreed, and 
Mr. Fary was asked to make an investigation as to 
approximate costs and methods and give his find- 
ings at the next meeting. 

There being no further business to discuss, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN, 
For the Company. 
/S/ E. T. FICKLE, 
For the Alliance. 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-MM 


Minutes of a meeting held Friday, May 9th, 1941, 
in Mr. Hileman’s office between Committee Members 
EB. T. Fickle, C. E. Weisser, R. D. Hailey, C. O. 
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Stubblefield, J. H. Olsen and Secretary L. S. Bebb, 
representing the P. M. P. W. A., and P. D. Hileman, 
George Fary, W. J. Kearns and C. L. Millman repre- 
senting the Management. 

Mr. J. H. Waddell and Mr. Milton Bracy were 
introduced as guests of the Committee. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Hileman who in- 
quired of Mr. Fickle why the meeting was called. 
Mr. Fickle stated he had several subjects to bring 
up, the first being the Maintenance Department 
which now contained Maintenance Helpers but no 
provision for Maintenance Men. The Committee 
believed it advisable, in view of possible future ad- 
ditions to this department, to set up a Maintenance 
Department and an Electrical Department, with a 
man in charge with the status of Foreman of both 
departments. Mr. Fary inquired the reason for 
desiring separate departments, and Mr. Fickle 
stated that this would insure Electricians doing elec- 
trical work and Maintenance men and helpers doing 
maintenance work instead of both classes doing all 
kinds of work as at present. A suggested maximum 
rate of 80e for Maintenance men and 70c for Main- 
tenance helpers was made and agreed upon. Mr. 
Millman was requested to make a rider to the con- 
tract to this effect. 

The Committee then stated that they felt the com- 
mercial grinders should be on a par with the pro- 
duction hand serew machines and should carry a 
top rate of 75c. It was also felt that the polishing 
rate was rather low and suggested that it be in- 
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creased. Management requested a few days te check 
these rates to see the effect on direct hourly produc- 
tion rate and overhead in the plant. 

Mr. Fickle then stated he believed the large ham- 
mer in the Forge Department should carry a better 
rate than the small hammers inasmuch as this opera- 
tor took care of the reheat on large valves and 
wasn’t eligible for the group bonus. Management 
ealled on Mr. Stewart to learn the average bonus 
in the Forge Department in the past year, which 
was found to be 7%. It was agreed that the rate 
on the large hammer machine should be increased 
7%. 

The Committee then suggested that our present 
system of shift changes be changed as follows: 

Day shift: 7:00 A.M. to 3:30 P.M. with % 
hour for lunch. 

Afternoon shift: 3:30 P.M. to 12:00 mid- 
night, with 14 hour for lunch. 

Graveyard shift: 12:00 midnight to 7:00 
A.M. with no lunch period, the men on this shift 
to eat their lunch on the job and to receive 8 
hours pay for 7 hours work. 


Management expressed its willingness to give this 
method a trial, believing that production on the 
graveyard shift would not drop appreciably due to 
the increased morale occasioned by receiving 8 hours 
pay for 7 hours work. However, if the drop im 
production was too great it would be necessary to 
go back to the present system of shift changes. It 
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was agreed to start the new system on the first Mon- 
day after the beginning of the next pay period, at 
which time a regular shift change was due. 

Mr. Millman brought up the subject of the Old 
Guard Party to be held on Thursday night, May 22, 
and it was agreed that the plant would be closed at 
3:30 P.M. on Thursday and would reopen at 7:00 
A.M. Friday. The Committee was informed that 
Mr. Crawford would definitely be present at this 
party and would address the group. All employees 
are to be invited for this reason. 

Mr. Stubblefield remarked that the night watch- 
men were working 1214 hours now and only col- 
lecting pay for 12 hours. They were formerly in- 
structed to punch out before the lunch period, and 
inasmuch as their lunch period came at the change 
of shift time they were forced to tend the gate while 
eating lunch. Mr. Fary and Mr. Kearns expressed 
surprise at this condition and agreed to notify the 
watebmen to check out when their work was 
finished. 

Mr. Hileman informed the Committee that an 
investigation had been made by Mr. Anderson on 
the cost of shelters for employee cars in the new 
parking lot. Mr. Anderson’s report was read, which 
stated that the county regulations required each 
building hold not more than five cars with fire 
walls between each car, and that the approximate 
cost would be $30,000 for the building alone. Man- 
agement did not feel that such an outlay was justi- 
fied, to which the Committee agreed. 
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Mr. Fickle stated that the Committee, after much 
discussion and investigation, and in view of the 
rising cost of living in the loeality, believed that a 
general raise of 5¢ per hour for all employees was 
in line. Management pointed out that our rates 
were being inereased steadily, and requested that 
some time be allowed for a study of this subject. 
It was also asked that several days be allowed for 
investigation. Mr. Millman was instructed to eall 
another meeting on May 18 or 14. 

Mr. Hileman announeed the vacation plan for 
hourly employees was to again be modified to grant 
one-half week vacation for all men with from one 
to five years Old Guard Service. _ ee 

Mr. Weisser said he felt Mr. A. C. Baker, now 
operating a centerless grinder, was entitled to the 
top rates, to which Mr. Kearns agreed. Mr. Mull- 
man and Mr. Kearns promised to take care of this. 

Mr. Olsen stated that G. E. McIntire, who form- 
erly worked in the Forge Department, but was now 
under the machine shop classification, would like to 
return to the Forge Department. Management re- 
quested his reason for wishing this transfer, and 
Mr. Olson replied he believed that Mr. McIntire 
had received a Forge bonus while connected with 
the Forge Department. It was pointed out to Mr. 
Olsen that this bonus was paid on upsetting Ford 
ends in the Forge Department and that this was 
no longer done; whereas a rate for flash welding 
has been established and it would be necessary to 
keep Mr. MeIntire on this rate. 
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Mr. Fickle pointed out that the rate in the stock 
room had not been increased at the time the start- 
ing rate was increased. Mr. Millman promised to 
take care of this and to see that Mr. Buntrock re- 
ceived whatever increases were due him. 

There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Company 
/S/ EB. T. FICKLE 
For the Alliance 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-NN 


Minutes of a meeting held Tuesday, May 13, 1941, 
in Mr. Hileman’s office between Committee Mem- 
bers E. T. Fickle, C. E. Weisser, R. D. Hailey, C. 
O. Stubblefield, J. H. Olsen and Secretary L. 8S. 
Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A. and P. D. 
Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and C. L. 
Millman representing the Management. 

Mr. R. P. Gindra was introduced as a guest of 
the Committee. 

Mr. Millman opened the meeting by stating that 
he had been investigating the grinder rates for the 
community and found that the average rates for 
first class grinders or cylindrical grinders, was 90¢ 
compared to our 95¢c; second class erinders, or spe- 
cial grinders, was 75¢ compared to our 85c; and 
rough grinders, or commercial grinders, was 681¢ 
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as compared to our 70c. Management believed that 
since our rates were already above average, no ad- 
justment was necessary. 

Mr. Hileman informed the Committee that Man- 
agement had decided to grant their request for a 
o¢ blanket raise, effective May 16, 1941, because he 
felt it was justified and because the employees were 
producing a satisfactory amount of work. This 
blanket raise to include all employees who have 
been with this company longer than the proba- 
tionary period, and employees who are due to re- 
ceive automatic increases on May 15, 1941. 

Mr. Hileman reviewed some figures taken from 
an analysis of the April payroll which showed the 
average base rate in the plant as 70c and the aver- 
age overtime rate at $1.06, which means that the 
average amount of overtime earned per man for 
the month of April was $32.61. The overtime pre- 
mium brings the average hourly rate in the plant 
up to 88¢ per hour, an increase of 25.75% over the 
base rate. 

Mr. Hileman also cautioned the Committee on the 
importance of keeping the serap percentage as low 
as possible. The serap is now much better than a 
few months ago and looks high because of the high 
eontent of aireraft parts being manufactured since 
the scrap value of one aircraft part may be around 
$2.00 as compared to possibly 15¢ for a Ford valve. 
The Committee was asked to bring the subject up at 
their next meeting in order to keep this problem 
before the employees at all times. 
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Mr. Millman referred to the minutes of the last 
meeting regarding the large hammer and upsetter 
operator in the forge department. He pointed out 
that this operator was already receiving the up- 
setter rate, which was the highest in the forge de- 
partment, and suggested that the large hammer and 
upsetter be rated separately. After some discus- 
sion it was decided that a top rate of 85¢ would be 
satisfactory on these machines. The Committee 
suggested that the Solar Tubing be placed on the 
same basis, but Management requested a little more 
time on this subject inasmuch as this operation is 
still new in the plant and the proper time studies 
have not been made. 

Mr. Millman reminded the Committee that ar- 
rangements had been made with the National De- 
fense Training Office for Southern California to 
set up a Blueprint and Mathematics Class for 
Thompson employees at the Bell High School. A 
guarantee of at least 15 employees must be made 
and to date but 13 had responded. The Committee 
was asked to remind their members that many new 
jobs would be available in the next few months and 
that the men who were chosen would be the men 
who were best qualified. 

Mr. Fickle raised the question of the heat treat- 
ers helpers which carry a low rate than the sand 
blasters, and suggested the rate be increased. Mr. 
Millman requested a little time to check on these 
rates in the community and if it was found that 
heat treaters helpers should be paid more than sand 
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blasters or as much, proper adjustment would be 
made with Mr. Fickle, Mr. Fary and Mr. Kearns. 
The Committee then brought up the subject of 
the plating department which now carries a top 
rate of 80c, and stated they believed this rate should 
be raised 5e, or to 90c, including the general 5e 
raise. Mr. Millman reported that 90c¢ was the aver- 
age for the community, and that this rate did not 
include a bonus. He also suggested that a rate for 
platers’ helpers be created inasmueh as it is anti- 
cipated that the personnel of the plating depart- 
ment may be doubled when the new plant is in 
operation. After some discussion Management 
agreed to increase the plating rate to 90c and to 
set a rate of 60c, 65¢ and 75c for platers’ helpers. 
Mr. Weisser remarked that Mr. G. M. Fickle 
would like to have a job as line inspector because 
it would give him a chance to keep moving around 
instead of standing on his feet all day. Mr. Kearns 
said he had diseussed this with Mr. Fickle at one 
time and Mr. Fickle had decided that due to the 
night work in this job he would prefer not to take 
it. Mr. Hailey remarked that in his talks with 
Mr. Fiekle he had indieated that the night work 
would be acceptable. It was pointed out by the 
Committee that Mr. Fickle was one of the oldest 
men in the employ of the company and that he 
should have some consideration, to which Manage- 
ment agreed. Mr. Kearns stated that it might be 
necessary to have two inspectors on the day shift 
and in that event Mr. Fickle, because of his senior- 
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ity, might be given a steady day shift. Mr. Kearns 
and Mr. Farv agreed to discuss this further with 
Mr. Fickle. 

Mr. Ed Fickle suggested that the rate for valve 
guides be abolished since these guides were no 
longer being produced here, and the Porter Cable 
machines be included with the Production Hand 
Serew machines, which was acceptable to Manage- 
ment. ‘The Committee then suggested that the 
Thread Grinders be classified with the Special 
Grinders, and Mr. Kearns remarked that only bolts 
were threaded on the Thread Grinding Machines, 
while Special Grinders do a varied type of work 
and should require more skill. Management re- 
quested a few days to thoroughly check these two 
jobs as to the relative skill required on each. 

The work being done by Mr. MeCracken was next 
brought before the meeting and it was stated that 
his machine will now be doing grinding for the 
Toolroom; therefore, it was felt he should have a 
higher rate. After some discussion and statements 
by Mr. Kearns that he would be doing this Tool- 
room grinding indefinitely, it was suggested by Mr. 
Millman that he should be classed under the Tool- 
room Diemakers, which was agreeable to both the 
Management and the Committee. 

Mr. Fickle said he felt Mr. Wright should have a 
higher rate inasmuch as he wasn’t eligible for a 
bonus and was doing straight aircraft work. Man- 
agement asked if the Committee felt Mr. Wright’s 
job required more skill than the Special Grinders, 
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to which Mar. Fickle replied that it did not if the 
work was the same, but since it was straight air- 
eraft work the scrap content would be much higher 
in the ease of any spoilage. Management requested 
a few days to investigate. 

Mr. Fickle said the members were asking for the 
company’s policy regarding draft deferments, and 
Mr. Hileman replied that deferments were made 
only on the basis of the value of the individual to 
the company, and that only necessary men are be- 
ing deferred. Deferments are only good for six 
months and the company feels it isn’t advisable to 
request blanket deferments on the majority of the 
jobs in the plant since the Draft Boards make in- 
vestigations and are familiar with all of the opera- 
tions, realizing that there are a few jobs in our 
plant for which a man could not be trained within 
six months. The Committee stated there was a cur- 
reut rumor to the effect that only men with five 
or more years of service would be deferred, in an- 
swer to which Mr. Millman stated that deferment 
for one man had been asked who had been here but 
six weeks, and that the length of service with the 
eompany wasn’t considered. The Commitee was 
again reminded it was very important that each 
man communicate with the Personnel Office imme- 
diately upon receipt of his questionnaire, and also 
to report his classification as soon as it is received 
by him. 

Mr. Weisser asked what had been done about the 
donation of two hours time from each employee for 
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Defense Work, and Mr. Hileman replied that this 
was agreeable to Management at any time the Com- 
mittee requested it, but that the Cleveland Office 
had encountered several difficulties in their plan in- 
asmuch as the Army has no set method for accept- 
ing gifts. Mr. Millman agreed to investigate and 
attempt to learn what could be purchased with the 
money made available and under what plan it could 
be donated to the Army. 
There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 
/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Company 
/S/ 4H. T. FICKLE 
For the Alliance. 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-00 


Minutes of a meeting held Tuesday, June 12, 
1941, in Mr. Hileman’s office between Committee 
Members E. T. Fickle, C. E. Weisser, R. D. Hailey, 
C. O. Stubblefield, J. H. Olsen and Secretary L. S. 
Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A. and P. D. 
Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and C. L. 
Millman, representing the Management. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Millman who 
ealled it to discuss several questions which had 
arisen at previous meetings and upon which Man- 
agement had requested more time for decisions. 

The first item was the classification of the ma- 
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ehine operated by O. P. Wright, and whether or not 
this machine should carry the same rate as the 
Cylindrical Grinders. A general discussion of the 
subject revealed that the concensus of opinion was 
that while the machine performed more intricate 
work than the usual aireraft grinding, it wasn’t as 
highly skilled as the Cylindrieal Grinders. Mr. 
Millman suggested a new job be created called Air- 
eraft Stem Grinding to carry a top rate of 95¢e. The 
suggestion was agreeable and a rider is to be made 
for the contract. 

The next item to be discussed was the Thread 
Grinder and whether that should carry the same 
rate as the Special Grinder. Management took the 
stand that the Thread Grinder Work was repeti- 
tive and should not pay as much as the more diver- 
sified work on the special Grinder. However, Man- 
agement did feel that a higher rate was in line, and 
suggested 86e, which was agreed upon. 

Mr. Weisser asked if additional items would be 
added to the Thread Grinder work in the future, 
to which Mr. Hileman replied that three or four 
items were being studied and that if the operations 
of the Thread Grinder proved to be more varied 
or to closer tolerances, Management would then be 
willing to set a new rate. Mr. Fickle remarked that 
he understood Vultee Aircraft now operated the 
Excello Thread Grinder with a rate of slightly more 
than $1.00, but he did not know what parts were 
ground on it. Mr. Millman promised to contact the 
Vultee Company and find whether their work was 
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production or precision work. Mr. Fickle said he 
knew the Wiley Machine Company and the Axelson 
Manufacturing Company used Thread Grinders at 
a higher rate but he realized their work was on 
gauges only and the nature of this work would nec- 
essarily require a higher rate. 

The next question concerned the Commercial 
Grinders—should they carry the same rate as the 
Production Hand Screw Machines. Management 
agreed that they should, and it was decided to set 
the top rate on the Commercial Grinders at 80c. 

Mr. Millman then referred to a previous meeting 
where the question had been raised concerning the 
Furnace Helpers and the Sand Blasters and what 
relation there should be between those two rates. 
He reported that a survey had been made over six 
companies employing Furnace Helpers and that 
their rates ranged from 69c to 85c, with an average 
of 75ce. Our rate, plus the 6% bonus, is 76c. Rates 
in four companies listing Sand Blasters ran from 
65¢ to 80e with an average of 72c. Our rates plus 
6% is 80c. It being apparent that Furnace Helpers 
should have a_ slightly higher rate than Sand 
Blasters, a rate of 77e for Furnace Helpers was 
suggested and approved. 

The next question concerned the possibility of 
allowing third shift men to work from midnight to 
7:00 am. Friday, July 4, at their regular hourly 
rate and dispense with the third shift on Saturday, 
July 5; thereby allowing third shift employees Fri- 
day, Saturday and until Sunday midnight off. Man- 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. Sis 


(Testimony of Clarenee L. Millman.) 

agement reported that according to the labor agree- 
ment overtime must be paid to all men working 
on holidays, but that if the Committee could get 
the written consent of all employees who would 
work the third sift on July 4, Management would 
be agreeable to allowing this procedure. May. Fickle 
reported that all the employees he had so far con- 
taected were in favor of the plan and that he would 
attempt to see each man. 

Mr. Millman then informed the Committee that 
Management was seriously considering requesting 
all employees to give wp their vaeations and accept 
pay instead. It was pointed out that the Defense 
prograin must go on and that hours lost by expert 
operators could not be made up. Mr. Hileman, in 
impressing the Committee with what lies ahead in 
the way of production, reviewed some figures from 
the Office of Emergency Management which showed 
that the production of airplanes since May, 1940, 
has been tripled but must be again doubled before 
the end of 1941. Tanks have had a 600% increase 
since May. 1940, and must be quadrupled before the 
end of 1941. Powder has had a 1000% increase 
and must still be tripled; and so on down the line 
of Defense products. This means that every man- 
hour available must be used and that while Man- 
agement has not definitely made a decision on vaca- 
tions, it is very likely that such a plan may become 
necessary. 
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Mr. Millman reported that the machinery had 
now been set up for making voluntary deductions 
from the payroll for the purchase of Defense bonds 
and stamps. Forms are being prepared which em- 
ployees will sign to authorize the company to de- 
duct a definite amount each month, and when the 
deductions total $18.75 this money will be for- 
warded to the Federal Reserve Bank in San Fran- 
cisco where a Defense Bond will be issued to the 
employee. These bonds are purchased at $18.75 
each and mature in ten years with a face value 
of $25.00, or can be cashed in at any time after 
sixty days from date of issue. 

Mr. Millman reported that the recent election 
on the Benefit. Fund showed the results of 81 in 
favor of having the fund handled by the P. M. P. 
W. A. and 86 in favor of the Old Guard Association, 
making a total of but 167 ballots being cast. The 
ballot box is to be held for a few more days in hopes 
of getting a larger percentage of employees to vote, 
and if the results are still in favor of the Old 
Guard Association, it will be turned over to the Old 
Guard Executive Committee for their action. 

Mr. Fickle remarked that two men on the Groov- 
ing Lathe understood that the Sunday work was 
to be divided evenly among all three operators but 
that so far one man had worked four Sundays. Mr. 
Kearns stated that he had not understood any such 
agreement was made. Mr. Hileman stated that 
it was not the intention of Management to favor 
any one person and asked Mr. Kearns to thoroughly 
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check into the situation to see that this overtime 
was more evenly divided. 

Mr. Fickle remarked that no deeision had been 
made regarding Mr. George Fickle as a floor in- 
spector. Mr. Kearns stated that since Mr. George 
Fickle had been ill for over a week and intended 
to take the rest of the month of June off, he had 
not eonsidered the problem yet. 

The question was asked if Management intended 
to have two inspectors on the day shift, and Mr. 
Hileman replied that we definitely would, that he 
was eonvineed the floor inspectors had shown their 
worth sinee our scrap content for the first eleven 
days of June was but 3% as compared to approxi- 
mately 10% for the same period last year. 

Mr. Weisser remarked that two of the men most 
recently hired were going ahead of the polishers 
on machines, to which Mr. Millman replied that 
these men were hired as learners and had a general 
knowledge of Machine shops before coming to 
Thompson Products. 

Men who are hired as polishers are comparatively 
inexperienced and may, if they wish, be transferred 
to the learner class at the learner rate for the gen- 
eral training; which remark brought up a general 
discussion of the observer training now in effect. 
Mr. Millman stated that every man in the plant 
was eligible for observer training and that in mak- 
ing advancements, ability for the particular job in 
question would definitely be given strong considera- 
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tion, and men who have profited by observer train- 
ing are, naturally, better qualified. 

My. Millman also mentioned that several ques- 
tions had arisen regarding the men to operate the 
new machinery which will be received shortly, and 
stated that whenever transfers were made to a bet- 
ter paying job on a new machine the older opera- 
tors would be given preference, but if the machine 
carried the same rate as the operator now earned, 
more than likely a new man would be trained for 
the job. It was pointed out that an old operator 
would of necessity have to go through a training 
period on the new machine and a new man would 
have to go through a training period on the old 
machine, thereby causing the company the expense 
of two breaking in periods; whereas if the new 
man was trained directly for the new machine there 
would be but one breaking in period required. 

Mr. Millman stressed the fact that wherever pos- 
sible the older men would be given preference, as in 
the past. 

There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Company 
/S/ EH. T. FICKLE 
For the Alliance 
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RESPONDEN'T’S EXHIBIT No. 1-PP 


Minutes of a meeting held Friday, July 25, 1941, 
in Mr. Hileman's office between Committee Mem- 
bers E. T. Fickle, C. E. Weisser, R. D. Hailey, 
C. O. Stubblefield, J. H. Olsen, and Secretary L. 8. 
Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A., and P. D. 
Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns, and C. L. 
Millman representing the Management. 

Mr. Hileman opened the meeting by remarking 
that Management had called this meeting, not for 
any special reason, but merely to acquaint the Com- 
mittee and its members with what the company was 
doing and to bring them up to date on recent activi- 
ties. He remarked that orders had been recently 
placed for 90 machines with a total cost of $187,000. 
These machines are in part: Six Warner and 
Swasey Lathes; a Heald Boromatic machines for 
terminal ends; two Lodge & Shipley tool room 
lathes; two Centerless grinders four plain Landis 
grinders; one Universal Grinder; one Blanchard 
surface grinder; two milling machines, one for tool 
room and one for shop; one Doal Contour machine; 
two Thread Grinders; two Landis face grinders; 
one large air compressor; seven new furnaces for 
the heat treating department; complete new plating 
equipment; and miscellaneous inspection parts, such 
as gauges, snap gauges, micrometers, ete. 

Mr. Hilesman made reference to a recent order 
from the Boeing Aircraft plant in Seattle for taper 
pins and Douglas bolts, an order from the Northrup 


918 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Clarence L. Millman.) 

Aireraft Company for bolts on which Thompson 
Products, Inc., West Coast Plant, has been specified 
as the manufacturer, recent Vultee orders for bolts 
and engine mounts, and the possibility of the Lock- 
heed-Vega plants using our bolts. This new busi- 
ness was mentioned to acquaint the Committee with 
the amount and kind of work needed within the 
next year, and to emphasize how urgent is the need 
for as much production as possible with a minimum 
of rejects. 

Mr. Hileman then remarked that the plans for 
the new lunch room had been completed and con- 
struction had already started. Copies of the plans 
were shown the Committee, who gave their unani- 
mous approval. It was explained that the lunch 
room was being placed at the far end of the prop- 
erty to allow for possible future building of two 
more bays on the plant. 

Management then asked the Committee if there 
were any points which they should like to bring 
up. Mr. Fickle replied that the electric upsetter 
operators felt there should be a larger differential 
between their jobs and the hammer operators, due 
to the knowledge and skill required and the fact 
that one upsetter operator handles three machines 
at one time. After some discussion, Management 
agreed that this request was fair and reasonable 
and suggested a rate of 85c¢, to which the Committee 
was agreeable. It was decided that a rider to this 
effect would be attached to the contract. 
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Mr. Olsen stated the flash welders felt they 
should carry the same rate as the upsetters. Mr. 
Millman replied that this seemed to be a case of 
deciding whether the flash welders were on a par 
with the upsetters in skill and knowledge. He re- 
quested a little time to cheek with flash welding 
rates in the community. 

Mr. Weisser mentioned that the platers’ helpers 
thought they should have a higher classification 
than helpers. Management replied that it did not 
feel the helpers would be qualified at this time to 
handle the job without supervision, but that after 
the new plating room was set up it would probably 
be necessary to operate three shifts in the plating 
department, and if these men were then qualified 
to supervise a complete shift their ratings would 
be changed to that of platers. 

Mr. Hailey then brought up the subject of the 
polishers, who felt that the 70c top on their ma- 
chines was not sufficient. Mr. Weisser spoke up to 
include the belt polishers. Mr. Kearns remarked 
that belt polishers on aircraft work should be rated 
higher than ordinary machine polishers because 
they do the rework on aircraft valves, and without 
sufficient skill a polisher might very easily make a 
stem undersize. Management was agreeable to in- 
ereasing the belt polisher rate on aircraft rework 
to 75¢e, but found that the machine polishing rate 
was comparable to the rates in other plants and was 
not due for an increase. 

Mr. Fickle brought up the subject of employees 
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not punching out for the noon lunch period, but 
Management was not agreeable. The Committee 
claimed that it took too long for employees to punch 
out at noon, and stated that at least five minutes 
were spent by the average employee in standing 
in line. Mr. Millman remarked that the present 
plan was for two time clocks, which would relieve 
this congestion, and promised to make a check of 
the time required for all employees to complete 
checking out for the lunch period. 

Mr. Stubblefield remarked that Mr. Cunningham 
and Mr. Spurlock felt they should have the maxi- 
mum rate. Mr. Kearns replied that they were not 
yet ready for this rate and should acquire more 
skill. 

Mr. Millman reminded the Committee that re- 
quests for rate increases should first be referred 
to Management and then to the Committee if satis- 
faction is not received. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 

For the Company 
/S/ H. T. FICKLE 

For the Alliance 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-QQ 


Minutes of a meeting held Tuesday, September 
23, 1941, in the Conference Room between Com- 
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mittee Members E. T. Fickle, I. W. Hess, E. O. 
Smith, H. C. Baldwin, F. W. Osborne, and Secre- 
tary LL. S. Bebb, representing the P. M. P. W. A. 
and P. D. Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns, 
and C. L. Millman, representing the Management. 
The 1940 Committee members were guests at the 
meeting; also L. L. Mvers and R. W. Pearce, who 
were guests of the new Committee. 

The meeting was opened by Mr. Millman who 
gave a resume of the plans for the company picnic 
to be held on October 18, at Banning Park in Wil- 
mington. Mr. Millman explained that he had taken 
the liberty of setting a date without discussing it 
with the employees, due to the fact that since the 
park is very popular for pienies of this type, reser- 
vations must be made from 30 to 60 days in ad- 
vanee. The Committee was asked their opinion as 
to the kind of door prizes to be given, and Mr. 
Olsen suggested a $50.00 Defense Savings Bond. 
Mr. Stubblefield felt that a radio such as was given 
last year would be preferable. A vote taken among 
the members present indicated a majority in favor 
of two $25.00 Defense Savings Bonds, with a small 
radio as a prize for children. 

Mr. Millman next told the Committee of the 
plans for the DeLuxe Box Lunch Company to fur- 
nish hot lunches to employees, and submitted for 
inspection the proposed cartons in which the lunches 
will be served. Mr. Stubblefield suggested that ar- 
rangements be made for the DeLuxe Box Lunch 


922 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Clarence L. Millman.) 

Company to issue meal tickets which could be pur- 
chased by employees, instead of paying cash each 
time. Mr. Hileman remarked that the tables and 
benches for the lunch room were on order and de- 
livery was expected within three weeks. 

Mr. Millman then informed the Committee that 
plans were being made for larger Coca-Cola dis- 
pensing machines and that the Coca-Cola Company 
wished to install a new machine on a trial basis, 
which could be purchased by the Old Guard Asso- 
ciation less a substantial trade-in allowance for the 
old machine. It is also planned that a trial will 
be given the cup dispensing machines for Coca- 
Cola, one to be placed in the shop and one in the 
lunch room—their continuance depending upon ap- 
proval or disapproval of the employees. 

Mr. Millman then gave a brief resume of the 
new tax law which takes effect October 1st, and 
warned the Committee that since exemptions have 
been lowered many more people will be paying 
income taxes this year; for instance, a single em- 
ployee who has earned $1500. will now pay $69 
taxes instead of $24.20 under the present law. A 
single employee earning $2500 will pay $165 taxes 
as compared to $63.80, and the married employee 
will pay $90 as compared to the present $11. It 
was also pointed out that many hidden taxes would 
be imposed on practically everything purchased and 
that these taxes would be included in the price of 
the article and under no cirenmstances should an 
employee pay a 10% tax on top of the retail price. 
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These taxes, in most eases, amount to 10% of the 
present retail price and cover all wines and liquors, 
telephone, telegraph and cable messages, all elec- 
tric, gas and oil cooking, heating or cooling apph- 
ances. 

Mr. Hileman then asked Mr. Fickle what items 
he had to discuss, and Mr. Fickle replied that he 
felt the seniority status in the plant should be 
checked into a little further, especially concerning 
polishers who felt that they were not being moved 
fast enough; also that the recent hiring of an ex- 
perienced man was creating considerable dissension 
inasmuch as this filled a vacancy at the top, there- 
by preventing men all along the line from moving 
up. 

Mr. Smith remarked that it was generally felt 
among the polishers that they should be moved up 
instead of learners being hired for the better jobs. 
Mr. Millman and Mr. Kearns both stated that 
polishers were being moved at a fairly rapid rate 
and would be moved faster in the near future be- 
cause of increasing requirements for machine opera- 
tors. Mr. Millman said that he would prepare a 
report of the polishers who had been moved to 
machines during the past year, to present to the 
Committee at the next meeting. Mr. Millman ex- 
plained that the trade questions on the back of the 
application blanks were used as a basis for deter- 
mining whether a man would be classed as a learner 
or as a polisher, and that if a man satisfactorily 
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answered these questions he was considered as 
learner material because of his apparent knowledge 
of machine shop practice, whether or not he had 
formerly worked in a shop. 

It was pointed out that learners start at the be- 
ginning rate of 50c an hour and continue at this 
rate for 60 days before being increased; whereas 
polishers who are hired with absolutely no knowl- 
edge of machines, work for 30 days at 50c¢ and 
then are increased to 60c. It was shown that two 
men coming to work at the same time, one as a 
polisher and one as a learner, at the end of 120 
days the polisher would be receiveing a higher rate 
than the learner. Mr. Smith stated that the polisher 
felt because of their observer training they were 
well qualified to step onto a machine and operate 
it satisfactorily. Mr. Millman remarked that this 
was possibly true but that the men still would re- 
quire from 30 to 60 days breaking-in training on 
the machine and that it was considerable expense 
to the company to transfer a polisher at 70c an 
hour onto another machine and still have to spend 
time in training him; whereas a learner is willing 
and eager to come into the shop at the beginning 
rate of 50¢ and to take his training at that rate. 

Mr. Smith remarked that one polisher in particu- 
lar had told him he was willing to start at the 
learner rate, at which Mr. Millman and Mr. Kearns 
expressed great surprise, because neither could 
remember any instance of a polisher offering to 
step down to the learner rate in order to take ad- 
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vantage of the training. Mr. Myers stated that 
Mr. J. E. Chorley, a polisher, had completed some 
80 hours observer training and felt he was well 
qualified to operate the machine which he had been 
observing. Mr. Hess remarked that Mr. Chorley 
had actually operated the machine for 40 hours 
of his 80 hours observer training, to which Mr. 
Millman and Mr. Kearns replied that they had 
known nothing of this, and if such were the case 
they would see that this practice was stopped at 
once since observers are not allowed to operate 
machines on production work while taking train- 
ing. Mr. Millman remarked that the observer 
training was instigated to give employees an op- 
portunity to better themselves and that polishers 
taking this training would be given an opportunity 
to become a machine operator. He stated that the 
company made no promises of better job but that 
if a man proved himself qualified he would be ad- 
vanced. Mr. Millman also pointed out that if the 
company chose they could hire learners exclusively 
and leave the polishers where they are, but that 
it was the earnest desire of Management to advance 
men whenever possible and that for this reason 
the openings which come up from time to time were 
being distributed between the learners and polishers. 
Mr. Smith remarked that some of the polishers 
stated they had been told at the time of hiring that 
polishing was a temporary job and advancement 
was promised to them. Mr. Millman replied that 
this was very unlikely since it was his policy to tell 
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the men who were being hired that the polishing 
job was an opportunity for them to enter the shop 
and that if they were employees it was possible 
for them to receive training which would qualify 
them for better positions. Under no circumstances 
were they promised advancement. 

Mr. Fickle asked if the Ajax Hammer had been 
operating long enough to set a rate on it. Mr. 
Kearns and Mr. Fary replied that they believed it 
had, and Mr. Millman asked what rate Mr. Fickle 
thought was advisable. Mr. Olsen said he believed 
it should be the same as the up-setter rate for the 
Ajax operator but less for the furnace man. Mr. 
Olsen suggested that the furnace man be given the 
same rate as the hammers, 76c, but Mr. Fickle said 
he felt the polishers should be worth more than the 
furnace operators. Mr. Millman asked if the jobs 
were considered equal, to which Mr. Fickle replied 
that they were, so Mr. Millman suggested 75e on 
both jobs. 

Mr. Weisser stated that the heat treating depart- 
ment furnace helpers’ rate of 70c should be more 
than the rate of the furnace operators in the forge 
department. Mr. Millman replied that the furnace 
helpers in the heat treating department had the op- 
portunity of progressing to the heat treaters’ rate, 
but suggested 75c for polishing and 70e for furnace 
operators. Mr. Kearns said the men now operating 
the furnace were making more than 70c. 

Mr. Meyers remarked at this point that the pub- 
lishers’ rate should be higher, or at least the head 
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polisher should have a higher rate because of his 
responsibility and the fact that he attended to the 
rework. Mr. Millman agreed, and suggested a 
higher rate of 75¢ for head polisher and rework 
man, but Mr. Kearns felt that the original work was 
just as important as rework and would prefer to see 
a rate of 75¢ set for all polishers. Mr. Fickle in- 
quired if this would be a blanket raise for polishers, 
to which Mr. Millman replied no, that the maximum 
would be raised and the men now at the maximum 
would be increased to the new maximum. However, 
Mr. Hileman said he would prefer a blanket raise 
for all polishers at the beginning of the next pay 
period, or October 1st, which was acceptable to the 
Committee. | 

Mr. Hileman then remarked that the discussion 
had got off the subject of the Ajax hammer, and it 
was finally agreed by the Committee and Manage- 
ment that a rate of 85¢ would be set on the Ajax 
hammer. Mr. Millman referred to the furnace 
operator and suggested a rate of 75c, which, after 
considerable discussion, was agreed to by all pres- 
ent. 

Mr. Fickle then stated that Mr. Pearce felt he 
should be entitled to the rating of Plater instead 
of Plater’s Helper. Mr. Hileman asked Mr. Kearns 
what his opinion was, and Mr. Kearns replied that 
he felt Mr. Pearce was now qualified for this job. 
Mr. Hileman asked if Mr. Pearce could do the 
same work as Mr. Starkey and Mr. Pearce answered 
that he could and on various occasions when the 
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Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alliance and the West 
Coast Plant of Thompson Products, Inc., to replace 
the present contraet which was scheduled to expire 
on November 19, 1941. He suggested that Mr. Hess 
take over the meeting and present the requests of 
the Committee. 

Mr. Hess stated that before a discussion of the 
contract was made, it was the desire of the Com- 
mittee to ask for a blanket 10c increase at once since 
it was possible that contract negotiations might con- 
tinue for several weeks before a satisfactory agree- 
ment was reached. Mr. Millman stated that Man- 
agement could not agree to any increase at present 
until there was an opportunity to see the new con- 
tract, and suggested that Mr. Hess read the contract 
in its entirety, which he did. 

At the conclusion of the reading of the contract, 
Mr. Hess remarked that the man now doing the 
torch hardening would like to be classed as a welder 
because of the fact that a torch was used on this 
job. Mr. Kearns replied that if this individual was 
capable of doing the same work with the torch that 
the welding department does, this would be agree- 
able, but he did not believe that such was the ease. 

My. Millman referred to the minimum rates as 
suggested by the Committee and asked if it was 
still contemplated having three rates on each job, 
to which Mr. Baldwin replied that the rates listed 
were minimum rates and that no top had been set. 

Mr. Hileman asked for a clarification of the term 
‘‘learner’’ after the 75¢ beginning rate had been 
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reached at the end of three months. Mr. Baldwin 
replied that after the third month an employee is 
considered a learner for three more months, and at 
that time should receive the minimum as listed in 
the contract. 

Mr. Hileman asked to have the point of the 10c 
increase clarified, since the Committee had asked 
for an immediate 10c increase and the contract also 
ealled for a 10c increase at the time of signing. Mr. 
Hess assured the Management that one 10c¢ in- 
crease was all that was asked, and if an increase 
was granted at once this provision would be stricken 
from the contract. 

Mr. Millman asked if it was desired that vaca- 
tions be granted a year from starting date of the 
employee or if any definite time was to be set to 
determine the year’s service. Mr. Hess replied that 
the vacation should start a year from the time the 
employee began working for the Company. 

Mr. Hileman remarked that Management had 
been studying wage structures for some time with a 
view of making adjustments, but that it was also 
necessary to consider the possibility of increasing 
the sales prices of our products in order to bring 
in more revenue. He stated that the raising of 
prices was a delicate subject which must be handled 
with great care in order to guard against losing 
business. He recalled that about 144 years ago the 
Company had attempted to raise prices on some of 
its products, and asked Mr. Bebb if he remembered 
what happened at that time. Mr. Bebb replied that 
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we lost several large orders, one of which we were 
just beginning to win back, and several of which 
we have not yet been able to again enjoy. 

Mr. Hileman pointed out, for instance, that if 
our sales department informed the Douglas <Air- 
craft Company it was necessary to ask more money 
for our Douglas bolts, they would be very likely to 
design around a large number of these bolts, thus 
relieving the cost increase on this part, and sub- 
stituting a cheaper bolt, which has been done by 
several aircraft companies already. Management 
requested at least a week to consider these new de- 
mands in order to obtain complete figures on the 
effect of increased labor costs on our selling prices, 
and suggested another meeting on October 29th, 
which was agreed to by the Committee. 

Mr. Kearns asked Mr. Hess their reason for de- 
siring time and one-half over eight hours per day, 
and Mr. Hess replied that some men, particularly in 
the Maintenance Department, had worked 50 hours 
in a period of three days and then had been laid 
off for the balance of the week. Management ques- 
tioned this, and learned that this had happened 
some eighteen months ago, to which Mr. Hileman 
remarked that it must have been due to some spe- 
cial circumstance of the moment, but that an at- 
tempt would be made to check to see why this had 
happened. 

Mr. Hileman ealled attention to the provision 
ealling for a guarantee of four hours work for any 
employee called to the plant at any time other than 
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his regular shift, and stated that this had been 
abused several years ago. He pointed out that if a 
Maintenance Department man was called to install 
a fuse this would make us liable to pay him four 
hours wages for possibility ten minutes work. The 
Committee agreed that a special provision could be 
made for Maintenance Department employees. 

Mr. Hileman remarked that since the Committee 
was making all of these requests they should be will- 
ing to give something to Management in return, and 
suggested that we instigate ten minute rest periods, 
two on each shift, and abolish the present privilege 
of smoking, drinking, soft drinks or purchasing 
from the lunch man at all other times during the 
shift. Mr. Hess believed that no argument would 
be offered except on the no smoking clause and he 
felt that considerable opposition would be given by 
the membership of the Pacific Motor Parts Workers 
Alliance to such a ruling. 

Mr. Hileman stated that the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation is planning a survey of this plant to 
consider our plant protection and the provisions to 
be made for guarding against sabotage, and they 
would probably ask that all employees be finger 
printed and insist on a no smoking rule. 

Mr. Baldwin remarked that on the line of plant 
protection, he noticed that the guards had recently 
been making a note of the badge numbers of the 
employees as they entered the gates, and suggested 
that guards take these numbers actually from the 
badges rather than asking the employee his number. 
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Mr. Millman stated that guards had been instructed 
to see all badges of the men who came in and to 
compare the pictures of each individual, but that it 
was possible they had become a little lax on this 
subject inasmuch as they knew by sight the ma- 
jority of employees. 

Mr. Millman remarked that he believed some mis- 
understanding existed in the plant regarding the 
financing of the recent additions, and that the gen- 
eral impression was that all expansions have been 
made with Government money. He then asked Mr. 
Hileman to review the financing of our buildings 
and equipment. Mr. Hileman stated when he 
realized a year ago that more production would be 
needed, Management wanted to protect the jobs of 
all employees against the inevitable let-down of the 
defense program, which, incidently was his reason 
for keeping inter-plant valves going through the 
plant at the rate of 160,000 a month. He pointed 
out; with the increased shortage of new car pro- 
duction, it would be increasingly necessary for in- 
dividuals to repair their present cars and run them 
a few more years. He noted that the Office of Pro- 
duction Management had notified the automobile 
industry that automobile production for January, 
1942, would be but 49% of their production a year 
ago if they could get material, which meant that the 
Cleveland plant, for instance, would be able to make 
less than half of their original equipment parts for 
the coming year. 
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This let-down of the defense program was con- 
sidered when the question of ‘‘should eompany 
money be used for the expansion or should the De- 
fense Plant Corporation be asked to build it.’’? (The 
Defense Plant Corporation is a subsidiary of the 
Reeonstruction Finanee Corporation, which was 
created in 1932 by Herbert Hoover for making 
loans to small businesses.) It was finally decided 
that company money would be used to build the 
plant, the lunch room, parking lot and all improve- 
ments on the old faetory building, but that a loan 
of $250,000 would be made from the Defense Plant 
Corporation for machinery and equipment. By do- 
ing this the company would own all of its property 
and buildings, and Mr. Hileman pointed out that we 
had not built a new plant which would be too large 
to take care of our decreased production after the 
defense program stopped. However, the company 
is required to pay back to the Government 22% per 
year as payments on the $250,000 loan. It is, there- 
fore, not only necessary to make enough profit to 
pay stockholders a dividend, but also enough to 
make these yearly payments to the Defense Plant 
Corporation. It was pointed out that if the war 
should end at onee and the defense program stop, 
the company is not over-burdened by debt but ean 
return the new machinery to the Defense Plant 
Corporation, move our old machinery into the new 
building and continue to operate. The attention of 
the Committee was drawn to the metal tag which 
appears on each piece of equipment belonging to 
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the Defense Plant Corporation, which says ‘‘ Prop- 
erty of the Defense Plant Corporation, an instru- 
mentality of the United States Government, T. P. 
WC. Serial Now. es 

Mr. Baldwin remarked that he would like to go 
back to our discussion of increasing our selling 
price, and stated that if sub-contractors were re- 
quired to increase their wage scales, is it not logical 
to pass this increased cost on to the prime contrac- 
tors. Mr. Hileman replied that if we asked Doug- 
Jas more money, they will shop around to try to 
find someone to make the bolt more cheaply. Mr. 
Baldwin remarked that with everyone busy on de- 
fense work it would probably be difficult to find 
another manufacturer who could make these bolts, 
and Mr. Hileman said in that case Douglas would 
probably design around this particular bolt, as he 
had explained previously. 

Mr. Hess said he believed no definite answer had 
been given to the request for an immediate 10c 
increase, but Management declined to give an an- 
swer at once, saying it would be necessary that such 
a move be carefully considered. 

Mr. Smith asked if men transferred to this plant 
from Cleveland retained their seniority or if they 
started as new employees. Mr. Millman replied 
that this was governed by individual cases and that 
the men who had been transferred had retained 
their seniority because, after considerable corre- 
spondence between the Personnel Department of 
the West Coast Plant and that of Cleveland, it was 
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felt these men were valuable cnough to the organ- 
ization as a whole to consider it wise to keep them 
rather than Iet them quit their jobs in Cleveland 
and come to California, thereby causing the com- 
pany to lose the benefit of years of training. It 
was pointed out that transfers were not agreed to 
between plants of the company except in extreme 
eases, and in both cases referred to, the wives of 
these employees were advised to come to the West 
Coast in the interests of their own health. Any man 
who voluntarily quits his job at another plant and 
applies to this plant for work starts as a new em- 
ployee if his application is aecepted. 

Mr. Kent asked if a man is now getting the top 
top vate set on the job and a new rate is established, 
does this man automatically receive the new rate. 
Mr. Hileman replied that in most cases it has been 
the policy of the Management to give the new rate, 
but Mr. Kearns stated the man’s ability was also 
considered, and it was not agreed that the new rate 
would be automatically given at the time it was 
established. 

Mr. Hess suggested it would be a good idea to 
hold a mass meeting onee a month and that Mr. 
Hileman address the employees and bring them up 
to date on company business, ete., and answer ques- 
tions that individuals might raise. Management 
felt this would be advisable and suggested that a 
public address system be installed in the lunch room 
and that such meetings be held regularly, possibly 
at intervals of two or three months. 
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There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned until Wednesday, October 29, 1941. 
/s/ P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Company 
/s/ IRVIN HESS 
For the Alliance. 
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RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-SS 


Minutes of a meeting held on October 29, 1941, in 
the Conference Room between Committee Members 
I. W. Hess, F. W. Osborne, H. C. Baldwin, E. O. 
Smith, and G. C. Overlander, representing the Pa- 
cific Motor Parts Workers Alliance, and P. D. 
Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and C. L. 
Millman, representing the Management. Guests of 
the Committee were M. J. Sterbens and T. L. 
Parker. 

Mr. Millman opened the meeting by saying some 
changes had necessarily been made in the contract 
as submitted at the last meeting by the Pacific 
Motor Parts Workers Alliance, and suggested that 
he be allowed to read the contract through and the 
Committee make notes on their questions to be dis- 
cussed at the conclusion of the reading, which was 
done. 

At the conclusion of the reading of the contract, 
Mr. Hileman stated it was the desire of the man- 
agement to abolish the present 6% extra compensa- 
tion plan and replace it with a 6e¢ increase to the 
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hourly rates. He explained the 6% extra compen- 
sation plan was entirely dependent upon the condi- 
tion that the company earn a 10% net profit and 
the possibility was always present that the net profit 
would be under 10%, thus making it impossible to 
pay the 6% extra compensation. If the 6¢ is added 
to the hourly rate, this amount is assured and could 
not be taken away in the event the company experi- 
enced a bad month in sales. It was pointed out 
that this was a good arrangement for the men earn- 
ing less than $1.00 an hour since 6% on their hourly 
rates did not amount to 6c; for instance, an 80c¢ 
man gets. 048c per hour as his 6% extra compensa- 
tion, where as if 6c is added to his 80c¢ rate he 
receives a straight 86c¢ rate per hour. Mr. Hileman 
further stated the Management wanted to grant a 5c 
increase on top of the 6c, making a total blanket 
raise for all employees of 11c. 

Mr. Hileman remarked that in the few cases of 
individual jobs now carrying a rate of $1.00 or 
more, satisfactory adjustments would be made in 
the maximum rates on these jobs to insure a fair 
deal for these men. He stated that the wage scale 
presented by the Alliance was considerably out of 
line in some cases and pointed out that should such 
a large increase be granted, it would be impossible 
for the company to continue to operate on a 49 hour 
basis as at present. He showed the Committee that 
the average work week for the past six months had 
been 48.8 hours per man. This means that over 20% 
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of the 49 hours are worked at time and one-half; 
whereas it might be necessary to cut the working 
week to 40 hours by the installation of four rotating 
shifts. 

If the Alliance requests for wage increases were 
granted it would mean an increase in our direct 
labor costs of 25.8%, which might mean that at least 
an inevease in sales price from our customers of an 
equal amount would have to be asked, and it is 
obvious that this could not be done without running 
serious risk of losing desirable customers. Mr. 
Hileman further stated the rate increase as sug- 
gested by the Management represented a 13% in- 
crease in direct hourly rates which he felt was ex- 
ceedingly fair to the men in the shop. 

Mr. Smith asked why the 6% extra compensation 
plan had been instigated and did it cover all plants 
of the company. Mr. Hileman answered that about 
a year ago all Plant Managers assembled in Cleve- 
land to discuss wage increases. It was decided at 
that time, inasmuch as our business was particularly 
hazardous in that development in engines and mo- 
tive equipment is rapid and present methods are 
continually being replaced by more efficient ones, it 
was possible at any time that certain parts might 
be replaced by other parts which the company could 
not or would not be given a chance to manufacture, 
and it was suggested that a 6% extra compensation 
plan be adopted in lieu of a wage increase on the 
hourly rate, dependent upon whether or not the in- 
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dividual companies earned a 10% net profit. This 
plan was adopted as being the best at the time, and 
in the event a certain plant was unable to realize 
a 10% net profit, the extra compensation would be 

finaneed by the Cleveland Plant. 

The West Coast Plant was felt to be fairly stable 
as long as from 60 to 70% of our total output was 
aircraft parts. The Company, however, retained 
the night to cancel the 6% extra compensation plan 
at any time a 10% profit was not realized. 

Mr. Hileman remarked, with the rising costs of 
labor, material and overhead, it was possible a 10% 
net profit could not be realized, but the Management 
was willing to take a chance and add the 6c to the 
hourly rate, plus a 5¢ general increase. Mr. Hess 
said he believed this would be acceptable to the 
Committee, but, of course, the Committee would 
have to discuss it with the members of the Alliance, 
and would like to have a general meeting before an 
answer was given. 

My. Hess noted Management had agreed to pay 
double time for Sundays and holidays and asked 
if Sunday work would be continued when necessary 
—to which Mr. Hileman replied as long as the de- 
mands of our business warrant it there will be Sun- 
day work. 

Mr. Hess remarked that a 5e bonus on the second 
shift had been granted by Management for men 
working that shift steady for six months, as re- 
quested by the Committee, but would this be appli- 
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cable to employees who have been working this 
shift for six months or more at the present time. 
Management stated the second shift bonus would 
be granted to all employees who have been steadily 
working this shift for six months or more upon the 

signing of the contract. 

As for the third shift bonus, Management offered 
the Committee the alternative of continuing the 
present shift plan of eight hours pay for seven 
hours work, or seven hours pay: for seven hours 
work plus a 5e hourly bonus. It was pointed out 
that the present set-up provided a_ substantial 
hourly inerease for third shift employees and _ it 
would be impossible for the company to grant an 
additional premium on this shift. 

Management suggested seniority would rule in 
the delegation of shifts in that the man on the ma- 
chine with the most seniority would have his choice 
of the three shifts. Mr. Hess remarked the Commit- 
tee had failed to include a seniority clause in the 
new contract but would like to have the present 
seniority clause from the old contract ineorporated 
in the new contract, which was agreeable to Manage- 
ment. 

Mr. Baldwin pointed out that the chief electri- 
cian and maintenance foreman was now considered 
a supervisory employee and, therefore, not under 
the Pacifie Motor Parts Workers Alliance and this 
rate should be removed from the contraet, to which 
Management agreed. 
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Mr. Hess referred to the minimum and maximum 

rates as suggested by Management and asked if 
the maximum rate would be assured an employee 
after one year’s service. Mr. Millman said Man- 
agement would prefer the present methods of grant- 
ing the difference between minimum and maximum 
rates since it was believed a man’s ability should 
be considered in giving him a maximum rate. 

Mr. Hess remarked that Management had asked 
that the vacation plan be left open for the present 
time in order to conform with other vacation plans 
of the company, but wanted to know what assur- 
ance the Committee would have that the company 
would decide a vacation plan before March 31, 1942. 
Mr. Hileman replied the Committee had the com- 
pany’s word that a vacation plan would be decided 
upon by that time. He pointed out that all plants 
are influenced by what one plant does and a plan 
which was satisfactory for our comparatively small 
number of employees might present very serious 
difficulties in the Cleveland plant where 12,000 em- 
ployees would be affected by a changed vacation 
plan, and for this reason Management would pre- 
fer to delay discussions on this subject until a deci- 
sion could be reached with other Plant Managers. 

Mr. Smith pointed out that actually, 6e was the 
average increase if the 6% extra compensation 
was removed, to which Management replied that 
this was true, but the 6c was assured, and stated 
the company could grant a blanket 10¢ increase at 
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this time and discontinue the 6% extra compensa- 
tion, but the employees would actually have gained 

much less than they will under the present plan. 

Mr. Hess asked if the 11¢ blanket raise would 
bring present employees to the maximum, to whicli 
Management replied it would for the employees 
getting the maximum now, since the maximum rate 
set on the job was lle more than the present maxi- 
mum. The minimum rate is approximately 20e less 
than the maximum but in no ease is under 75c ex- 
cept for female employees, on which the minimum 
is’ 70k. 

Mr. Hess asked why the inspection department 
had received no Saturday work. Mr. Millman re- 
plied that not enough work was going through the 
plant to warrant Saturday work in the inspection 
department, and remarked it was obvious that less 
time was required to check a bolt in inspection than 
to machine it in the shop. If Saturday work was 
performed in this department, it would necessitate 
the Jaying off of some member of the force. 

Mr. Smith remarked if women are doing tlie 
same work as men, should they not gct the same 
wages. At this point Chief Inspector Carl Cum- 
mings was asked to join the meeting and this ques- 
tion was put to him. He stated the girls did not do 
the same work as the men since the men do all the 
precision inspection and the girls in the bolt depart- 
ment to visual inspection, check the plating and 
threads. In aircraft inspection the girls do visual 
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ehecking and gauges and dial indicators are set 
for them. The men in the inspection department set 
their own gauges and do their own inspection work 
without supervision. Mr. Smith remarked that the 
girl now checking bolts says bolts pile up on Monday 
and Tuesday foreing her to work faster in order to 
eatch up; to which Mr. Cummings replied his idea 
of work is to do what is necessary, and remarked 
that while she may be working faster on Monday 
and Tuesday, she is able to slow down toward the 
end of the week because of the lesser amount of 
work coming through. He remarked if the plating 
department worked on Sunday, bolts would some- 
times pile up. Mr. Osborne stated this situation 
was found in the heat treating department when the 

forge department worked week-ends. 

Mr. Smith reported the male inspectors in the in- 
spection department felt there was some unfairness 
in the distribution of Overtime. Mr. Cummings re- 
plied that the requirements of the work dictated the 
man who would be asked to work overtime, but he 
believed it was pretty evenly distributed. Mr. Mill- 
man asked the Committee to allow him time enough 
to make a check on the average overtime per man 
for the past six months, in the inspection depart- 
ment, and submit this report at the next meeting, 
which was agreeable to the Committee. The Com- 
mittee thanked Mr. Cummings for his information 
and agreed these questions had been satisfactorily 
answered. 
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Mr. Hess stated he had asked Mr. Sterbens to 

be a guest in order that he might present his prob- 
lem to the Management. Mr. Sterbens said he be- 
lieved the torch hardening work required as much 
or more skill than welders. He said he had learned 
torch hardening in this plant and had made it an 
important job. He had seen nen go from this work 
to other machines but had felt if he stayed on this 
job and made it a good one, the company would take 
eare of him. He stated that he had worked hard 
and had increased his production from 600 to 1000 
pieces per hour. Mr. Hileman asked who had gone 
ahead of Mr. Sterbens, and Mr. Sterbens said that 
several men had gone from behind him to lathe 
and grinders and were now earning more money. 
Mr. Millman remarked that this was not the same 
type of work and that machine operations required 
a little more skill than torch hardening. He asked if 
Mr. Sterbens had requested to be moved up, to 
which Mr. Sterbens answered no, but he believed 
he could be worth more to the company by staying 
on this job, and feels his rate should be equal to 
the welders. Mr. Hileman called Mr. Sterben’s at- 
tention to his overtime, which had in some cases 
amounted to 25 hours per week, and remarked that 
the company could put more men on the job and 
work them all less hours. However, Management 
agreed to consider this situation and make an an- 
swer at the next meeting. 
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Mr. Smith asked why a maximum rate had been 

placed, to which Mr. Hileman replied that the Man- 

agement set a top on wages in order that there 
could be some basis for figuring costs. He cited 
an example of certain orders which were bid upon 
six months before but by the time the orders were 
actually placed with the company, labor costs had 
changed considerably, and that if the company had 
no top on labor costs by which to make their esti- 
mates, it would be impossible to make a reasonable 
bid on a job. The Committee was again reminded 
that our business was conducted on a competitive 
business basis and that labor costs must be more 
or less controlled if the company was to survive. 

He explained that the company must pay a dividend 

to its stockholders and that if a person who has 

worked for twenty years and saved his money de- 
eides to invest his money in Thompson Products 
stock, he does so with the expectation of receiving 

a certain income from it to take care of him when 

he is no longer able to work. If dividend time 

comes around and this person receives no money 
from the company, he ealls on the Board of Direc- 
tors and says ‘‘now, look, I have invested my say- 
ings in this company and have given you a ccr- 
tain amount of my money to use. In return I have 
expected that you will pay me a fair rate of inter- 

est in the form of an annual or semi-annual divi- 

dend pavment.’’ If Mr. Crawford savs ‘Well. it 
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seems that our Plant Managers have not been mak- 
ing a profit,’’ the stockholder then replies that the 
thing to do is ‘‘get a new Plant Manager.’”’ There- 
fore, it behooves Mr. Hileman to see that the West 

Coast Plant does make a profit. 

He remarked, incidentally, that if anyone believes 
the story being circulated that Thompson Prod- 
ucts stock is worth $520.00 per share, he should 
go to a brokerage house and trv to sell it. Refer- 
ence to the financial page of any newspaper will 
show that this stock now sells for approximaiely 
$28.00 per share, and the seller would also be re- 
quired to pay the brokerage house a commission. 

Mr. Baldwin remarked that men getting maxi- 
mum rates had not been granted new maximuins 
when increases had been made—to which the Man- 
agement replied this seemed unlikely because, why 
would a new maximum be set on a job if it was not 
because these men were worth more money. Mr. 
Hileman drew attention to the approximately 30 in- 
creases in the maximum rate which has been granted 
since the signing of the current contract on No- 
vember 19, 1940, as examples of the willingness of 
Management to listen to reasonable requests for 
wage increases. Mr. Millman remarked he believed 
a large percent of employees were now making the 
maximum rate and that the maximunis were being 
eranted within twelve months after date of hire. He, 
however, would like to check to see how many men 
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were receiving the top rate before October Ist, at 

which time several employees were increased. 

Mr. Baldwin was asked to base his comment on 
facts and to give Management the names of the 
men who did not receive maximum rates when the 
present contract was signed last November and 
maximum rates Increased. 

Mr. Hileman summarized the mecting by saying 
the company had agreed to nearly all points sug- 
gested by the Committee; allowing a 5c¢ bonus for 
employees working second shift steady six months 
or more; giving a choice of two alternatives for 
third shift bonus; agreed to pay overtime in ex- 
cess of eight hours per day; to pay double time 
for Sundavs and holidays as noted in the contract; 
to discuss a vacation plan before March 31, 1942; 
to make the starting rate 60c with 65¢ after 30 
days, 70c after 60 days and 75c after 90 days; fe- 
male employees starting rate of 55c, with 60c¢ after 
30 days, 65c after 60 days and 70e¢ after 90 days; 
and offered a blanket 1le increase in place of the 
present 6% extra compensation plan—and suggested 
that the Committee take the contract to their mem- 
bers and give Management a reply at the next meet- 
ing which was set for 2:00 p.m. Tuesday, Novem- 
ber 4th. He further stated that if the Manage- 
ment and the Committee could come to an agree- 
ment on that date the wage increases would be ef- 
fective as of November Ist. 
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Mr. Sterbens brought up the subject of the dis- 

continuance of the company purchase of gloves and 
remarked it would cost him $2.00 per week to buy 
his gloves since he used one or more pairs per 
day. Mr. Hileman remarked it was found the eom- 
pany was spending over $140.00 per month for 
gloves and the gloves were being wasted by em- 
ployees who had no consideration of this privilege, 
and it was felt the best thing to do would he to dis- 
continue this service. He remarked that it was 
now impossible to buy gloves in large quantities, and 
the only way to get them was by one or two pairs 
at a time. | 

Mr. Smith asked what machines were classified 
under Production Hand Screw Machines, and Mv. 
Kearns referred him to the wage scale in the cur- 
rent contract. Mr. Smith then remarked Porter 
Cable Machines should carry the same rate as the 
rough grinders, to which Mr. Kearns replied that 
they both carried a rate of 80c, to be increased 
tow Die: 

Mr. Smith asked why the seat lathe could not 
be classed with the Warner and Swasy lathes, 
and Mr. Kearns replied that the tolerances on the 
seat lathes were not as close as those held on War- 
ner and Swasy lathes. Mr. Smith said the scat 
lathe operators do not get a group bonus and that 
Mr. Long said it took considerable time to break 
a man in on this job, and he felt it should pay a 
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higher rate. Management asked time to consider 

this matter until the next meeting. 

Mr. Smith noticed that the company had changed 
the assignability clause of the contract as submit- 
ted by the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alliance, 
and Mr. Hileman replied that it would be impos- 
sible for any company to sign a contract containing 
such a clause, because if Thompson Products was 
purchased by some other organization—which was 
extremely unlikely—the purchaser would require a 
new contract in any event. 

Mr. Baldwin again brought up the subject of 
maximums on the job and cited the case of Mr. 
Davis who had been receiving slightly more than 
the maximum set by the Committee on the Ajax 
furnace, and who had been redueed le per hour. 
He felt if no maximum was set on a job this reduc- 
tion would not have been necessary. Management 
replied that it was still considered highly desirable 
to set a maximum on the rates, but that the past 
record of the Management’s dealings with the Pa- 
cific Motor Parts Workers Alliance should be suf- 
ficient proof that Management was willing to bar- 
gain on any subject of wage increases. 

There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN, 
For the Company. 
/S/ IRVIN HESS, 
For the Alliance. 
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Minutes of a meeting held November 4, 1941, in 
the Conference Room between Committee Members, 
f. W. Hess, F. W. Osborne, H. C. Baldwin, E. O. 
Smith, and G. C. Overlander, representing the Pa- 
cific Motor Parts Workers Alliance and P. D. Hile- 
man, George Fary, W. J. Kearns and C. L. Mill- 
man, representing the Management. Guests of the 
Committee were F. N. Pfankuch and H. W. Me- 
Cracken. 

Mr. Millman opened the meeting with the state- 
ment that Management had considered some of the 
rates discussed at the previous meeting and had 
decided to increase the torch hardening rate to 
95e, electrician rate to $1.05, and the tool makers 
to $1.85. He then asked Mr. Hess what the general 
opinion of the membership had been regarding the 
new contract. Mr. Hess stated that the contract 
as submitted to the P. M. P. W. A. by the Company 
after revision had been rejected because of certain 
objectionable clauses and because of the wage scale 
as offered by Management. The membership at the 
meeting gave their Committee a vote of confidence 
and asked them to proceed in further negotiations 
with Management. It was suggested by Mr. Mill- 
man that the contract be reviewed by articles, which 
was done. 

Article I eoncerning the agreement was accepted. 
Article If regarding representation was accepted. 
Article ITT, the agreement period, was accepted. Ar- 
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ticle 1V, amendments, was accepted. Article V, as- 
signability, was accepted. Article VI, grievances, 
was accepted. 

When Article VII was brought up, Mr. Baldwin 
suggested that there be included in the contract 
a specification of the regular work week. Manage- 
ment pointed out that sometime ago a bulletin had 
been posted establishing the work week to start at 
12:01 a. m. Monday and ending at 12:00 midnight 
Friday, and was agreeable to having this included 
in the contract, provided it applied to our present 
three-shift basis. 

Mr. Millman asked the opinion of the employees 
regarding the bonus on third shift. Mr. Smith said 
the members felt there should be a cash bonus on 
the third shift as well as eight hours pay for sev- 
eral hours work. He stated that several of the air- 
eraft companies had such a practice; whereupon 
Mr. Millman again called his attention to the fact 
that what the aircraft companies did could not be 
compared with parts manufacturers who aye in an 
entirely different category as regards obtaining 
their business, and a review of the aircraft parts 
manufacturers shows a standard practice such as 
the one offered by Management of eight hours pay 
for seven hours work. He again reminded the Com- 
mittee that this already amounted to an average of 
18¢ per hour bonus and if it was insisted a cash 
bonus be paid also, it would be necessary to revert 
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to three 714 hour shifts which would mean but 45 

hours per week per man. 

My. Overlander stated that the men do not like 
the six months period on second shift before receiv- 
ing the dc bonus. Management pointed out this was 
inserted in the contract by the Committee them- 
selves and it was believed this period was too long. 
Mr. Overlander asked if this period could be 
changed to 3 months, which was agreeable to the 
Management. 

At this point Management called in Mr. Geo. 
Stewart, Plant Auditor, who asked what extra 
work would be entailed by paying this extra bonus 
for second shift. Mr. Stewart rephed if a man was 
on the second shift steadily there would be prac- 
tically no extra work involved, but if the men were 
allowed to move from one shift to another the extra 
bookkeeping would be very considerable. 

Mr. Smith asked who would be eligible to work 
these night shifts, and Mr. Kearns replied it seemed 
logical the emplovee with the most seniority in the 
department would be the man to have first choice. 
Mr. Hileman remarked that questions such as Mr. 
Smith brought up could be answered at our con- 
templated open forums, plans for which are now 
being made. It is expected a first class public ad- 
dress system will be installed in the lunch room 
and about every two months a meeting will be called 
for 3:15 with some member of the Manazement 
group giving a short talk on the work of his de- 
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partment and certain other members of Manage- 
ment would be on hand to answer any questions on 
conipany policy, rules, ete., which might be brought 
up at that time. 

Mr. Baldwin asked how long a new machine 
should be in operation before a rate could be set, if 
the machine was performing a definite kind of job 
such as the Boromatic. Mr. Hileman replied this 
was entirely dependent upon the machine, the type 
of work it was doing and the difficulties that might 
be encountered in getting the machine set up. 

The Committee went on to Article VITI concern- 
ing overtime in excess of eight hours in any one 
day, which was agreeable. Article IX concerned 
double time payments for Sundays and holidays as 
listed, which was agreeable to both parties. 

Article X concerning report time, guarantees an 
employee two hours work if he is called to work 
unexpectedly. Mr. Baldwin asked the company’s 
reason for cutting this time from four to two hours, 
and Mr. Hileman replied that the four hour period 
eould not be agreed to because at present no in- 
stanee could be called to mind where a man would 
be called to work and would work less than a full 
shift, except the maintenance crew which might be 
ealled to make sudden repairs taking possibly a 
half or three-quarters of an hour, and under the 
proposed agreement the company would he forced 
to pay for four hours work. It was further pointed 
out to the Committee that such an arrangement 
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would undoubtedly result in nobody being called 
and the repair job or machine job of necessity 
would be held over until the next dav. This would 
detract from efficiency and production of the com- 
pany. After a vote of the Committee this article 

was agreed to. 

Mr. Overlander brought up the question of the 
man who has completed his shift but who must 
stay on the job until his relief comes. He wondered 
if this man would be eligible for two hours pay, 
but management pointed out that the man had 
already completed eight hours, he would be recety- 
ing overtime and that he had not been called from 
his home for any special work. 

Article XI concerning general matters was agreed 
to by both parties, but Article XII regarding va- 
eations was not. Mr. Hess stated the members 
wanted a definite vacation plan included in the con- 
tract. Mr. Hileman asked Mr. Hess just what the 
members wanted and Mr. Hess replied they wanted 
one week for one year’s service with date of hire 
as the determining factor of eligibility. Manage- 
ment offered the Committee one week vacation for 
one year’s service, with January Ist plus 30 days’ 
grace to be the eligibility date; one week vacation 
to apply through nine years and two weeks for 
10 vears or more. Management asked that the de- 
termining factor remain as is and hereinabove set 
forth. 
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Mr. Smith said some of the older men were get- 
ting less pay per hour than the newer men and 
should have a little better deal. Management pointed 
out that plenty of opportunity had been offered 
in our plant for advancement and it was not Man- 
agement’s responsibility if a man did not progress 
to a higher paying job. It was pointed out to the 
Committee the older men had been getting vacations 
for two years now, and the vacation plan had been a 
voluntary one on the part of the and had been 
granted in reeognition of the work done by the em- 
ployees since the purchase of the company by 
Thompson Produets, Ine., five years ago. 

Mr. Hileman stated it might be Government or- 
ders by next year that no vaeations could be granted 
to any defense employee but that employers would 
be requested to pay cash in lieu of the vacations. 
After a vote by the Committee it was decided to 
aecept the vacation plan as suggested by Manage- 
ment. 

Artiele XIII was next considered by paragraphs, 
and paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 were agreeable to both 
parties. 

Mr. Hess said the members had taken exception 
to paragraph 4 because they felt Management had 
inserted this paragraph in order to keep them from 
advancing. Management denied this completely, 
and informed the Committee the intention had been 
to stop the shifting of employees at any time they 


958 National Labor Relations Board 


(Testimony of Clarence L. Millman.) 

Respondent’s Exhibit No. 1-T'T—(Continued) 
grew tired of their present work. A case was cited 
of an employee who was very dissatisfied with his 
work and asked to be transferred to another de- 
partment. In an attempt to satisfy him this trans- 
fer was made, and a few months later, upon seeing 
some of his former fellow workers advanced to 
higher paying jobs than the one he had requested, 
he asked to be transferred again. Management had 
already spent two breaking in periods on this in- 
dividual and would have had to suffer another one 
had his request been granted. Mr. Millman offered 
to rewrite this paragraph to read ‘‘except at the 
prerogative of the Genera] Superintendent when a 
vacancy exists on higher paid machine and an em- 
ployee had the necessary qualifications’? which was 
agreeable to the Committee, but Mr. Hess said it 
was the older men who were complaining because 
of the 12 months stipulation on a skilled machine. 
Management then suggested that the 12 months 
clause be stricken from this paragraph, and the 
paragraph was accepted. 

Mr. Hess continued to the paragraph regarding 
female employees and asked permission of the Man- 
agement to bring in two of the girls from the In- 
spection Department. Mrs. Jenkins was the first 
to speak and she stated her work was visual in- 
spection of bolts, plating and stamping, but that she 
worked along side of the male employees in the bolt 
department. She admitted she did not perform 
set-up operations of the gauges, but that she could 
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and felt she did as mueh work as the male em- 
ployees. Mr. Cummings stated she undoubtedly did 
as much work as the male employees but the male 
employees were required to alternate on night shifts 
and were capable of performing any of the jobs in 
the Inspection Department, including the Mag- 
naflux machine, and it was further pointed out that 
the male employees perform their own set-up work 
on the gauges and for the most part are capable of 
performing cither aircraft or eommercial inspec- 
tion. Mr. Hess asked if the girls did their own lift- 
ing of boxes containing valves and other parts, to 
which Mr. Cummings replied no, but Mrs. Jenkins 
said she had been lifting her own pans of valves 
from the inspection bench since the first of the 
week. Mr. Cummings replied if Mrs. Jenkins had 
been doing the work as stated for three days he had 
not been aware of it. 

Mr. Hess then asked Miss Fought if she did the 
same work on valves as the men, to which she re- 
plied she did not but she did inspect all equipment 
valves and set up her own indicators. Mr. Cum- 
mings remarked the setting up of an indicator was 
a very simple job and required no skill. 

Mr. Hess asked if it wasn’t true that the girls 
remained on the job more steadily than the men; 
to which Mr. Cummings replied he did not believe 
this could be true because the men now helped the 
girls in moving parts which had been inspected and, 
were of necessity away from their jobs a hittle more 
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than the girls. Mr. Hileman stated it appeared the 
girls did approximately the same work as the men 
on certain jobs, but did not possess the versatility 
to do all jobs in the Inspection Department. It 
was pointed out by the Management if the girls re- 
ceived the same rate of pay as the men it was only 
logical to expect them to do the same work, includ- 
ing alternating on night shifts and the operation 

of the Magnaflux machine. 

Mr. Hileman asked for a little time to consider 
this question and Mr. Hess suggested the Commit- 
tee accept this paragraph pending further decision. 

Mr. Baldwin suggested that the spread between 
minimum and maximum rates be divided into thirds 
and that whenever a man’s rate was changed he be 
given the amount equal to one-third the difference 
between the minimum and maximum. Managment 
replied there seemed to be no objection to this pro- 
cedure but would like a little more time to consider 
it. Article XJII was then decided acceptable to 
both parties except for the notations made above. ° 

Article XIV coneerning the company preroga- 
tive; Mr. Hess requested the following clause be 
added ‘‘subject to this agreement and the griev- 
ances procedure contained herein’’ which was ac- 
ceptable to Management. 

Mr. Hess then turned to the wage seale and said 
it was the desire of the Committee to add approxi- 
mately 4c to most of these rates. He suggested the 
electric up-sets carry the same rate as the large 
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hammer and the large up-setter but Management de- 
clined his request on the grounds that the large 
hammer and large up-setter are not bonus earning 
machines and, beeause of the higher cost of the 
articles handled on the large up-setter, a higher 
rate was felt justified. Mr. Hileman reviewed the 
Forge Department bonus for the past year and 
found the average to be a little over 7%, and noted 
that while in some months there was no bonus, in 
the other months it ran from 10 to 18%. 

The Committee requested a rate of $1.05 on the 
large hammer and the large up-setter, which was 
agreeable to Management. $1.00 on the small elec- 
tric up-sets, and 90c on the hammers and presses 
was requested by the Committee but was not agreed 
to by Management at that time. It was suggested 
a rate of $1.00 be set on the flash welding machine, 
and Mr. Millman remarked, in his surveys the only 
flash welding machine he was able to find was at 
Douglas Aircraft, which carried a rate of 90c top. 
He commented that since our Flash welders do their 
own set-up work he felt 96c was a fair price. 

A rate of $1.00 was asked for the Ajax Press, 
but Management did not consent. 

Mr. Osborne stated the heat treater’s helpers felt 
their rate should carry 91e, or 25¢ less than the 
first class heat treater. Management commented 
there was considerable difference in skill and ability 
between a heat treater’s helper and a first class heat 
treater, and did not feel a higher rate was justified 
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since a helper, when qualified, would move on to 
the heat treater classification. 

Mr. Hess asked that a rate of 95c¢ be set on the 
valve straightening machine, but Management in- 
formed the Committee while we could find no com- 
parable work in this locality, our Cleveland Plant, 
from which this machine was obtained, had a num- 
ber of valve straightening machines and the work 
is classed as unskilled. It was believed 91c was a 
fair rate on this machine and a higher rate could 
not be considered. ; 

Mr. Smith said the production hand screw ma- 
chine rate was satisfactory except for the grooving 
lathe, whose operators wanted $1.00. He suggested 
a rate of 95c. Management did not agree because it 
was felt these jobs were very well paid for the skill 
required. 

Mr. Smith asked that 98c be set on the special 
screw machines since these operators felt their work 
was very nearly as skilled as the large lathes and 
should carry a rate not less than 5c under the War- 
ner and Swasy #3 and #4. At this point it was 
again asked that seat lathe #167 be classed with the 
special screw machines, to which Management 
agreed. 

Mr. Pfankuch believed the Warner and Swasy 
2-A and Lodge and Shipley machines should have 
a larger spread over the Warner and Swasy #3 and 
+4 machines because of the fact they were work- 
ing on large valves and that a greater percentage of 
profit was realized on this work. Mr. Hileman in- 
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terrupted at this point to state that Marine valves 
earried the lowest rate of profit of any in the plant 
and that abandonment of our sales effort on this 
material had seriously been considered. 

Mr. Pfankueh stated he believed it required a 
higher skill to run two machines as these operators 
did, but it was pointed out by Management the op- 
erator would be standing idle while waiting for a 
long cut to be taken on the Lodge and Shipley and’ 
that he should be expected to perform eight hours 
work for eight hours pay. 

Mr. Pfankuch remarked he did work for the Tool 
Room when Tool Room machines were busy, and 
felt these jobs should carry a rate comparable with 
the Tool Room machinists, but management 
doubted that these operators would have the skill 
and versatility required to operate the Tool Room 
machines. It was finally proposed by the Commit- 
tee that the Warner and Swasy #3 and #4 ma- 
chines carry a rate of $1.05 and the 2-A Lodge & 
Shipley carry a rate of $1.10. Mr. Pfankuch stated 
he wanted $1.15 on this job and would just as soon 
run a 3-A machine at $1.01 as the 2-A at $1.06. 
Management replied, if this were the case, it might 
be well to transfer Mr. Pfankuch to a Warner and 
Swasy 3-A machine. 

Mr. Hileman asked a little more time to consider 
these requests, and Mr. Millman agreed to check 
with other aireraft parts manufacturers to deter- 
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mine if a man running more than one machine was 
paid a higher rate. 

My. Hess asked that the commercial grinder rate 
be increased to 95e, special grinder to $1.05 and 
thread grinder to $1.00. Mz. Millman replied he 
had pretty thoroughly checked these rates through 
the community and found it extremely difficult to 
classify each machine other than as first class or 
second class grinders. Management considers the 
aircraft stem grinders and cylindrical grinders as 
first class; the special grinders as second class and 
rough grinders, or commercial, as third class. The 
average rate for first class grinders is $1.09, sec- 
ond class grinders 89c. In view of this, it was felt 
our grinding rates were well in line with other 
rates, but these jobs would also be considered be- 
fore the next meeting. Thread grinding rates carry 
a 95¢ average for production. Gauge grinders, na- 
turally, carry a slightly higher rate, running up to 
$1.10, but it was pointed out that our work does 
not compare in any way with the precision skill re- 
quired to grind gauges. 

Mr. Baker remarked he was now doing Tool 
Room grinding and believed he should have a 
higher rate. Mr. Kearns answered knowledge Mr’ 
Baker was doing a comparatively small amount of 
Tool Room grinding, but if it was found the ma- 
jority of his work was Tool Room grinding he 
would receive a higher classification. 

The subject of one man running two machines 
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was again raised in connection with the thread 
grinders, and Mr. Millman agreed to check further 
to learn if it was standard practice for one opera- 
tor to run two machines. 

Mr. Baldwin suggested the maintenance rate be 
increased to $1.00, and Mr. Millman answered it 
had been difficult to compare our maintenance rates 
with those of other companies since most companies 
class their maintenance men as janitors, sweepers, 
carpenters, painters, etc., with rates averaging be- 
tween 75c and 80c, but he had found two companies 
with a top of 85c. Management felt our rate of 
96e was very reasonable, but this rate, too, would 
be taken under consideration. 

Mr. Baldwin remarked that the steel shed em- 
ployees seemed to be fairly well satisfied with their 
rate of 86c, but stressed the point that while these 
shearing machines required no special skill, the 
work was strenuous and if Management would eon- 
sider a slightly higher rate he believed it justified. 
He further stated that the electrician rate had been 
found to average $1.15, whereupon Mr. Millman re- 
plied, in his survey he found the average rates be- 
tween $1.00 and $1.15, with some electrical foremen 
as high as $1.40. Management agreed to further 
check these rates. 

Mr. Overlander stated the Too] Room die makers 
believed their work should carry a rate of at least 
$1.10 instead of the proposed $1.06, but Manage- 
ment replied that our die work was a comparatively 
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easy type of die making. However, Management 
was willing to reconsider this rate. 

Mr. Overlander suggested the Tool Crib attend- 
ant’s rate be increased to 95c, but Mr. Millman 
stated his surveys showed this job in every case 
was considered as a minor clerks job, carrying a 
high rate of 75e. Mr. Overlander remarked that 
for the past several months he had been grinding 
shear dies and contacts for up-setting tubing, blades 
for the valve straightener, and doing tool grinding. 
Mr. Millman asked Mr. Overlander what the job 
would consist of if not this work. 

Mr. Hess said he believed the timekeeper rate 
should be increased to 90c instead of the present 
86e because of the fact that these men were doing 
considerable production control work and the need 
for accuracy was paramount, also that the men 
were working under the handicap of the continual 
noise both from adjacent machines and the Forge 
Department. Mr. Millman referred to previous dis- 
cussions on this subject, saying he had talked'to Mr. 
Benham and Mr. Stewart about this work but it 
seemed the work consisted primarily of accurate 
‘copy work. Mr. Fary stated it was the intention of 
the Management to build sound proof booths for 
timekeeping which would, to a great extent, elim- 
inate the noise. 

Mr. Smith asked the status of the young man 
now acting as stock mover. He remarked this man 
did not know what classification he was in, and sug- 
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gested setting a rate for stock mover. Mr. Hileman 
informed the Committee that an electrie hand truck 
had been ordered; this man would be placed in com- 
plete charge of this truck and it was preferred to 
wait until the truck was received before attempting 
to set a rate on the job. Myr. Millman remarked 
that when this person was hired he was told he 
would be classified for the time being under the 
polishers and that he was receiving the polishers 
rate: 

Mr. Hileman stated if an agreement was reached 
on Monday, the blanket 11¢ increase would become 
effective November 1st, but if it was necessary to 
earry over into the next week it would be impossible 
to make the raises effective before November 15th. 

There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned. 

ys/ FPF. D. BILEMAN 
For the Company 
/S/ IRVIN HESS 
For the Alliance 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-UU 


Minutes of a meeting held Monday, November 
10, 1941, in the Conference Room between Com- 
mittee Members I. W. Hess, F. W. Osborne, H. C. 
Baldwin, E. O. Smith, and G. C. Overlander, repre- 
senting the Pacific Motor Parts Workers Alliance, 
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and P. D. Hileman, George Fary, W. J. Kearns 
and C. L. Millman, representing the Management. 
Mr. Millman opened the meeting by saying that 
the contract was now ready for final approval and 
suggested that he read it in its entirety; which 

was done. 

At the conclusion of the reading, Mr. Baldwin 
remarked he noted the company had not agreed 
to .give an employee an answer if he had been re- 
fused a raise after being considered at the end of 
three months. Mr. Millman replied that after 
some consideration on this point, it was believed 
such a procedure would entail so much work that 
it could not be done. He pointed out that there 
are now 212 employees and since these periodic 
reviews would be coming up every three months, 
it was definitely not practicable to notify every 
man in the shop whether or not he received an in- 
crease. Under the present system, the foreman no- 
tifies the employee of his increase. If an emplovee 
is not notified it should be taken for granted that 
an increase was not made in his rate at that time. 
If he wishes to question it he can ask his foreman 
for the reason. 

Mr. Smith referred to Article XIV, Wages and 
Classification, and asked what there was to protect 
a man from getting a cut in wages if the company 
chose to transfer him. Mr. Millman replied that 
paragraph 1, of this article, which states ‘‘an em- 
ployee transferred to another department or job 
shal] not have his pay reduced without just cause 
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and only after a hearing of the case by the Alh- 
ance’? would protect a man against taking a cut 

in pay without a thorough hearing. 

Mr. Smith stated it was the general opinion of 
the employees that the maximum rate on a new job 
would be granted 30 days after transfer. Mr. Mill- 
man replied that this paragraph was the same as 
the one submitted by the Committee, and asked 
their reasons for questioning it now. Mr. Bald- 
win stated the Committee had interpreted this 
paragraph differently, believing that the rate now 
considered the maximum would be considered a 
minimum rate which would be given automatically. 
Mr. Millman pointed out it was obvious a new man 
was not worth the maximum on any machine within 
thirty days. He agreed that in some cases a man 
transferred to another job would be worth the maxi- 
mum in thirty days, but in most eases, such as 
learners or employees who have taken observer 
training, this would not be true. He informed the 
Committee a survey had been made of the rates 
in the plant, and it was found that prior to Octo- 
ber Ist, at which time a number of maximum in- 
creases were given, 75% of the employees of the 
shop who had been here for one year or more, were 
receiving the maximum rate. 

Mr. Baldwin answered that he had been referring 
to the time the last contract was signed, in Novem- 
ber 1940, and that practically no one received the 
new maximum set on the jobs at that time. 
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Mr. Hileman again pointed out the fact that a 

new maximum would not have been set had it not 

been for the purpose of granting the men more 
money, and said he believed the men who had been 
getting the old maximum did receive the new maxi- 
mum when it was granted. If this were not the 
case, he wanted to know the names of the men who 

did not receive this rate. 

The question was again raised by the Committee 
of the men who are getting the maximum rate now 
and. whether or not they would receive the new 
maximum. Mr. Millman referred to the minutes 
of the last meeting, in which it was stated by the 
Management that employees receiving the maxi- 
mum now would be in receipt of a new maximum 
on November 15th. He informed the Committee 
that due to the large amount of paper involved, 
it would be necessary that the Management be al- 
lowed a few days in which to prepare the change 
of rate slips for men who were in a different classi- 
fication under the new contract. The blanket 11e 
inerease for all employees except those still on the 
starting rate or learner rate would be effective 
November Ist, if the contract was agreed upon dur- 
ing this meeting. 

Mr. Hess referred to Article VIII regarding over- 
time and asked whv the words has been added 
at the end of the paragraph ‘‘subject to 
any revision or modification of the now existing 
Wage and Hour Act.’’ Mr. Hileman replied that 
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this was placed there to take care of any Govern- 
ment action in increasing the standard work week. 

Mr. Smith asked if a man was required to work 
shifts steady whether or not he wanted to. The 
Management replied if he desired the premium 
for second shift, it would be necessary that he work 
this shift steady, but that if all three men on the 
machine were agreeable they could continue to ro- 
tate as they now do. The Committee suggested 
that some such wording be placed in the contract, 
and it was decided to include this sentence: ‘‘If 
rotation is desired on a machine, no premium for 
second shift will be paid’’. 

There being no further questions. on the main 
body of the contract, the wage scale was next con- 
sidered. Mr. Millman then reviewed the conces- 
sions that had been granted by the Management 
and gave approximate figured on what these new 
procedures would do to our costs. He listed the 
Management’s agreement for time and one-half 
over eight hours and double time on Sundays and 
Holidays, and stated it was impossible to make any 
estimate on cost of these two concessions, but it was 
obvious that the labor costs would be greatly in- 
ereased. He referred to the new hiring rate and 
remarked it was impossible to make an accurate 
estimate on the increased cost, but showed that 200 
men starting at 50¢ an hour and working a 40 hour 
week would cost the company $4000; whereas, 200 
men starting at 60¢ an hour and working a 40 hour 
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week would cost the company $4800. 200 men is 
a rough estimate of the number of new men re- 
quired within the next year. 

The vacation plan as granted under the new 
contract will cost the company $2424.00 for next 
year. The 5c bonus for the second shift will cost 
$168.00 a week. Mr. Millman informed the Com- 
mittee that Management had considered these costs 
when viewing the wage increase asked at the last 
meeting over and over the 11c blanket increase, and 
found that it was impossible for the company to 
make any further concessions. Various surveys 
made through the community and through the other 
aircraft parts manufacturers had shown that our 
rates were comparable, and in many cases, above 
the rates being paid for like jobs, and that further 
adjustments could not be made at this time. He 
agreed that the rate for electricians according to 
the surveys made, was a little low, and the Man- 
agement had suggested a $1.10 rate as per the re- 
quest of the Committee. 

Mr. Hess replied that there undoubtedly 
would be many complaints from the employees in 
the shop, and that Mr. Decker on the Ajax Press 
had said that he neded 50c a day for gloves. The 
Management was unable to see how a man could 
use one pair of gloves per day on this machine since 
he does not handle any valves but handles only the 
tongs. 
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The Management stated this was the best offer 
that could be made now, and if the men were not 
satisfied and could get more money at other plants 
it was suggested that they do so. 

Mr. Hileman cited a case of an employee who 
owns his home in Downey, Bell or South Gate, and 
who accepted employment with Lockheed or Vega 
in Burbank. While this man may be making 10 
or 15¢c an hour more, it was obvious that his in- 
creased transportation cost would more than make 
up this difference. 

Also, if the man chose to move to Burbank the 
increase in his living expenses would be so great 
that he would be losing money rather than making 
more. Mr. Hileman asked Mr. Hess how many 
men were not satisfied. Mr. Hess replied that he 
would judge about thirty. Mr. Smith stated that 
practically everyone on his side of the shop was dis- 
satisfied with the wage scale as submitted by the 
Management, and he had been informed he was 
not to sign the contract unless the Management 
agreed to the higher rates as requested. Mr. Hess 
remarked if the company would agree to furnish 
gloves for the emplovees, the present wage scale 
might be satisfactory. 

At this point Mr. Cameron, buyer for the com- 
pany, was called into the meeting and asked what 
the glove situation was. Mr. Cameron stated 
gloves were very scarce and that he could not get 
the usual gloves he had been buying because they 
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were not available. Prices were 25% higher, and 
that the company had been paying $2.75 and $3.30 
a dozen for the two types of gloves furnished; one 
for welders and Forge Department and a leather 
palm glove for use in the shop. He remarked it 
was impossible to buy these gloves in larger quan- 
tities than one or two dozen. Mr. Hess remarked 
there would only be ten or twelve in the shop who 
actually needed gloves and that the company might 
do well to furnish these. Mr. Hileman asked Mr. 
Overlander to list the jobs he felt needed gloves 
and Mr. Overlander listed the steel storage men, 
the platers, and sand blasters, the Forge Depart- 
ment, the heat treaters, the welders, snagging wheel 
operators, valve straightener, torch hardner, main- 
tenance crew and a few on the lathes. Mr. Mill- 
man pointed out this was roughly 56 men, which 

was 25% of the shop. 

Mr. Baldwin remarked the platers, sand blasters 
and Magnaflux machine operators required a spe- 
cial type of glove, and Management replied it was 
its intention to furnish special gloves for these 
operators. Mr. Bebb suggested the company buy 
what gloves they could secure and allow the em- 
ployees to purchase them through the small stores 
stock room, allowing the employees the advantage 
of whatever discount the company could obtain. 
Management replied this was entirely agreeable 
and would be done when and if the gloves could 
be purchased. 


vs. Thompson Products, Inc. 975 


(Testimony of Clarence L. Millman.) 

Respondent's Exhibit No. 1-UU—(Continued ) 

Mr. Millman suggested the meeting adjourn for 
ten minutes to allow the Committee to discuss Man- 
agement’s proposition and take a vote. The ad- 
journment was made at 3:45. 

Upon resuming discussions at 4:30, Mr. Smith 
remarked that Mr. Pfankuch still felt men operat- 
ing two machines were deserving of more money. 
Mr. Hileman replied that Mr. Pfankuch had stated 
at the previous meeting he would prefer -working 
on a #3 lathe at $1.01 an hour to working the #2 
Warner-Swasy and Lodge and Shipley at $1.06, 
and that the Management was perfectly agreeable 
to transferring Mr. Pfankuch. He stated that Man- 
agement expects eight hours work for eight hours 
pay, and if necessary for a man to wait while his 
machine performed a job, it was only fair that the 
employee be expected to turn around and start an- 
other machine. He stressed the fact that it was 
the intention of the company to see that every man 
received a square deal, and if there was any man 
in the factory who felt he was not receiving a square 
deal, he, Mr. Hileman, would like to have this man 
come to his office and discuss the situation. 

Mr. Hess referred to the last meeting at which 
Mr. Baker was a guest, and asked if anything had 
been done about the work Mr. Baker was supposed 
to have been doing for the Tool Room. Mr. Kearns 
replied a check was being made on this work and 
an answer would be given to the Committee at a 
later date. Mr. Hess asked if Mr. Ackerman, who is 
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acting as set up man in the shop, was supposed to 
be getting 10e more than the highest rate in the 
machineshop; to which Management replied that 
this was true. Mr. Hess pointed out Mr. Acker- 
man had been receiving but $1.00 an hour and the 
highest machine shop rate was 95e, so he should 
have been getting $1.05. Mr. Millman promised 
he would check into this matter and if this were 
the case a cheek would be issued to Mr. Ackerman. 

Mr. Hess then told Management that the Commit- 
tee was willing to accept the contract as offered 
by Management if a clause would be included guar- 
anteeing any raises to be at least one-third of the 
difference between the minimum and the maximum 
rates. Mr. Millman-~ asked the Committee what 
their reason was for insisting on this clause, and 
showed them that this could work both ways, in 
that if the Management wished to follow the con- 
tract to the letter, they could, in the case of a spread 
of lle or less, grant but one-third of that amount, 
which would be approximately 4c. Mr. Baldwin 
replied that the primary reason had been to insure 
the employees that the spread between the minimum 
and maximum would not be dragged out by grant- 
ing 2 or 3¢ inereases. Mr. Millman asked Mr. 
Baldwin if he thought it was a common practice 
of Management to grant increases for less than 5e, 
to which Mr. Baldwin replied he was not aware 
of this being done except in a few cases where a 


2 or 3¢ raise was required to bring a man to the 
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average maximum rate. Management was unable 
to see a logical reason for making this inclusion 
in the contract, but would agree if the Committee 
insisted; or would agree to attach a rider to the 
contract if too much protest is raised by the mem- 
bers of the P. M. P. W. A. 

The Committee voted to leave the contract as it 
was for the present and to make a rider if neces- 
sary. 

The subject of the Ajax Hammer was again 
brought up it being the opinion of the Committee 
that this job should pay considerably more than 
the other jobs in the Forge Department. After 
much discussion, Management agreed to set this 
rate at $1.00. 

Mr. Hess inquired if the rate for all of the girls 
was to go to 75c, to which Mr. Millman replied, 
everyone in the shop, with the exception of the men 
on learner basis, would receive the llc blanket 
raise effective November Ist, but all individual rate 
adjustments would be made November 15th. He 
pointed out that all of the girls who had been em- 
ployed three months or more on November 15th, 
would receive the minimum rate of 70c, and such 
girls as Mr. Rogers, Mr. Cummings and Mr. Shad- 
rach felt were deserving of the maximum rate would 
receive that rate on November 15th. 

The Management and the Committee being in 
perfect accord then signed the contract with the 
traditional vellow and gold fountain pen which has 
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been reserved for this ceremony since the signing 
of the first contract with the Pacific Motor Parts 

Workers Alhance. 
There being no further business the meeting was 
adjourned at 5:45 p. m. 
/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Company 
/S/ IRVING HESS 
For the Alliance 


RESPONDENT’S EXHIBIT No. 1-VV 


Minutes of a special meeting held Tuesday, De- 
cember 31, 1941, at 11:00 a. m. between the Man- 
agement and the Executive Committee of The Pa- 
cific Motor Parts Workers Alliance. All members 
of both groups were present with the exception of 
Mr. Smith for the Alliance. 

Mr. Hileman opened the meeting by reading a 
letter from the War Department which had been 
received that morning, in which they notified the 
Management that New Year’s Day was not to be 
considered as a holiday and they would expect full 
production for that day. Mr. Hileman telephoned 
the War Department upon receipt of this letter to 
ascertain if this was authentic or whether the let- 
ter had been sent in a moment of hysteria by some 
person with little authoritv. However, Mr. Trib- 
bett informed Mr. Hileman that the letter was 
authentie and meant just what it said. 
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Mr. Hileman told the Committee that Mr. Mill- 
man had checked with other plants and found in 
almost every case the parts manufacturers were 
working on New Year’s Day, and the ones who were 
not were unable to because of a shortage of material 
and if they worked on New Year’s Day they would 
have to shut down just one day sooner. 

Mr. Hileman suggested that the day shift con- 
tinue until 3:30 p. m. and that Mr. Millman con- 
tact the DeLuxe Box Lunch Company to have them 
bring a lunch wagon out at one o’clock. 

The afternoon shift which had been told to re- 
port at 12:30 p. m. would be asked to return home 
and come back at 3:30 and waive the two hours pay 
which the contract guaranteed them inasmuch as 
this was an emergency and something beyond the 
control of the Management. Mr. Hileman pointed 
out that we were desperately trying to produce 
war materials and that it seemed only fair that 
the afternoon shift agree to this. 

The Committee was unanimous in their approval 
of this procedure and Mr. Hess suggested that Mr. 
Hileman call both shifts together at 12:30 and ex- 
plain the situation, which was agreed upon. 

There being no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 

/S/ P. D. HILEMAN 
For the Company 
/S/ IRVIN HESS 
For the Alliance. 


